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THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM IN RECENT NEW TESTAMENT CRITICISM 
INTRODUCTION 

"We want all that can be obtained by any method of 
the words of Jesus in their most accurate form and meaning. 
We want the fullest and most accurate account of his career 
that historical research can give us. And we want these not 
merely that we may understand his mind, but to understand the 
mind of Goa," In these vigorous and ambitious words Pro- 
fessor B. W. Bacon voices what are our hopes at the outset of 
the present study; for we can make nothing less than this our 
&im, though our achievement may fall far short of such high 
hopes. 

The present study was undertaken less with the hope 
of contributing anything new to the solution of the Synoptic 
Problem than with the desire to review the work done in this 
field during the last decade and to record the main results 
of such studies. The work has been prompted by @ strong 
personal interest, and we trust these pages may be of help 
and value to others. 

"The Synoptic Problem" may be defined as the ques- 
tion concerning the mutual reletionships of the Gospels of 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke. The problem arises from the ne- 


eessity of satisfactorily explaining the obvious resemblances 


‘I-Bacon, B.W., The Story of Jesus, p. 28. 
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and differences which exist between these Gospels. For more 
than & quarter-century scholars have been in general agree- 
ment that the correct solution of the problem is to be found 
‘in the "Two-Document Hypothesis," According to this theory, 
Mark was written prior to Matthew and Luke, and the authors 
of the two later Gospels made use of Mark and of another doc- 
ument as their chief sources. This other document was a 
collection of sayings of Jesus, which tet thew and Luke com- 
bined with the text of Mark to suit the writer's own purpose.” 
The Synoptic Problem is, therefore, a documentary one, and can 
be solved by beCourve to literary criticism only. Oral tradi- 
tion® is now considered a comparatively unimportant factor in 
the composition of the Gospels. That the documents lying back 
of the three Gospels were Greek and not Aramaic documents is 
also generelly accepted. 

But these solutions have raised other problems; and 
problems which these solutions were thought to have settled 
| have now come to the front as problems unsolved. There is 
less confidence in the certainty of our conclusions with re- 
gard to the Synoptic Problem at the present time than there 


5 


was twenty years ago. Thus the Synoptic Problem presents 


tempting opportunities for painstaking research; and it is 


I-Moffatt, James, Introduction, pp. 179ff; Jones, M., New 
Testament in the Twentieth Century, p. 190. 

2-Notice has also been taken of the special sources of 
Matthew and Luke. 

_3-Moffatt, op. cit., p. 180. 

4-Jones, op. cit., p. 190. 

5-Scott, B.F., “The New Criticism of the Gospels,” HThR, XIX, 
No. 2; pe 143. 
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occupying the attention of able scholars at the present time. 
This study is an attempt to present the fruits of their labors. 

SECTION I: DATING THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS 
1, Mark. 

"All criticism of the gospels must turn on the dates 
when they were written, and the date of Mark, the earliest 
Gospel, is all-important."* The date of Mark has been vari- 
ously set at 60 to 100 A.D., with the degeni te of prudent 
scholars placing it somewhere in the decade 60-70 A.D., notable 
exceptions being Wernle, Bacon, Wellhausen, and Von Soden 
(ca. 75 A.D.) .° The views of Professors Torrey and Bacon 
ang Dr. Streeter are available. Dr. Streeter thinks that 
Mark was "probably written about 65 A.D.", holding that Mark 13 


can be explained better on the view that the Gospel was written 


3 


before 70 A.D. rather than after that event. The findings 


of Professor Charles C. Torrey are unpublished, but they have 
been stated by Professor Bacon: 


"Prof. Torrey argues for the extremely early 
date of 40 A.D. He ‘dismisses out of hand 
all theories of incorporation of earlier 
material, such as the famous ‘Apocalyptic 
Leaflet' theory of Colani and Weiffenbach, 
according to which the Doom-chapter represents 
an earlier element incorporated by the secamd 
evangelist' (56). Mark, in adopting the 
ideas of chapter 13, made them in substance 
his own; and, therefore, we must treat Mark 16 
as a unit and as an integral part of the Gospel. 
The year 39-40 A.D. may be set as the exact 


I-Scott, op. eit., p. 152. 

2-Moffatt, op. cit., pp. 212-13; Harnack's Chronologie, date 
of Mark, “probably 65-70", quoted by Bacon, Gospel of Mark, 

4 Pe Lo. 

3-Streeter, B.H., The Four Gospels, pp. 495,518. 
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"date , for in this year Judea expected a repeti- 

tion of 168 B.C, Prof. Torrey ‘admits abundant 

legendary accretion but denies that any consider- 

able time was required for its growth.’ For 'it 

is not the length of time which determines the 

miraculous or non-miraculous character of the re- 

cord, so much as the eye to perceive and the dis- 

position to choose the marvelous as the approved 

method of divine revelation, '"1 : 

With this radical re-dating of Mark, few scholars 

Will agree. Professor Bacon is sympathetic, but rejects 
this view.” He accounts for the “translation Greek" of Mark 
on other grounds: A simpler explanation of the phenomena of 
"evidence of translation from the Aramaic" is that the entire 
work was composed in Palestine for a purely Aramaic-speaking 
community; and an Aramaic original is in itself no proof of 
an early date. “Because the first gospel documents were 
written in Aramaic it does not follow that gospel documents 
written in Aramaic were all early." Mark 13.14 dates from 
40 A.D., but the rest of the Gospel must be held to be later, 
The strong evidence of Pauline influence on Mark* renders 
this early date impossible. Arguing convincingly for the 
Roman provenance of Mark, Professor Bacon definitely rejects 
the argument that Mark could not have been written later than 
70 A.D.; is positive that it is later than 70 A.D.,° finding 
in ancient tradition no claim of an origin within the life- 
time of the Apostles;°® and sets a date of about 80 ko, 
1-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, pp. 54-6. 
2-Ibid., peo 58. 


3-ibid., p. 59. 
4-Ibid., Ppe 242-71. 


5-Bacon, Is Mark a Roman Gospel’, p. 59. 
6-lbid. 9 pe Ss 


%-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, p. 157. 
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Bacon's argument is substantially as follows:* 


tuirly strong case for the late date of Mark. 


The early date of 40-50, or 50-60 A.D. is improbable 
because Paul, having had Mark as his trusted follow- 
er and fellow-worker, gives us no indication in his 
writings that he knew of the existence of the Gospel. 
The "word of the Lord” or "mystery" found in Paul's 
writings, as well as his own practical application 
of the teaching, indicate reference to an interpre- 
tation of apocalyptic scripture, especially Daniel, 
and render needless "theories of special document, 

a ‘prophecy’ given currency immediately before the 
Siege of Jerusalem, a leaflet, brochure, or pamphlet 
circulated by itself in Christian circles leading to 
the flight to Pella..." Paul (50 A.D.) interprets 
literally "in the temple of God"; Mark substitutes 
the vague and ambiguous “where he ought not"; and 
Matthew substitutes again "in a holy place." "The 
destruction of the temple in 70 will explain both 
Mark's correction, and Matthew's correction of the 
correction." Again, Mark attempts "to make the 
fanatical apocalypticism of the period immediately 
succeeding the catastrophe @ fulfillment of the 
predicted 'leading astray' (II Thess. 2.9ff)." 

And most important of all "is the interweaving of 
prophecies of Jesus concerning the fate of Jerusa- 
lem and the temple with apocalyptie forecasts of 

the Second Coming." Moreover, the Special Source 
of Luke shows no influence whatever of the Little 
Apocalypse; but in the predictions of the overthrow 
of Jerusalem and the temple it is so clear and 
specitic, describing even details of the siege vivid- 
ly, that it betrays the experience of an eye-witness. 
Now, the Special Source oi Luke is slightly later 
than 66-70. And "Mark has employed it. Mark, 
theretore, must be later still." 


It seems to us that Professor Bacon mekes out a 


Scott remarks that "the whole assumption that the Caligula 


episode underlies the Little Apocalypse is open to question. 


1-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, pp. 70-157. 
2-Scott, Op. 9O1T), “De 155. 


But Professor 
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He feels that Bacon "allows too little weight to the positive 
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evidence for the earlier date of Mark; "4 but admits that 
his view will need to be considered by all future students 
of gospel origins, 

2. Matthew and Luke. 

Any radical change in the dating of Mark will ne- 
cessitate a re-dating of the other two Gospels as well. The 
dates most widely accepted by scholars are: for Matthew (ex- 
cept some later supplements), 70-75 nipe} and for Luke-Acts, 
718-95 £03? Dr. Streeter finds 85 A.D. the most satisfac- 
tory date for Matthew, holding, however, to a somewhat earlier 
Gate for Mark. Bacon is certain that 66-70 A.D. for Matthew 
is too early.# Mark, he says, antedates Matthew and Luke 
ten or probably fifteen years. Matthew and Luke, therefore, 
cannot be much earlier than 100 apne? and Luke was probably 
written prior to Matthew. Streeter, on the other hand, dates 


6 


Luke at 80 or 85 A.D., and the sources of Luke about 65 A.D.; 


but Bacon places these slightly later than 66-70. Scholars 
probably will be slow in accepting the radical views of Bacon 


as regards the late date for Matthew and Luke. 


l-scott, op. cit., p. 155: Mt and Lk, though writing in differ- 
ent places about the same time, are both acquainted with Mk; 
the early church held Mark to be the author; and the use of 
Q by Mark in an elementary form. 

2-Harnack's Chronologie, quoted by Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, 

® EBs 

Pesicceter, op. cit., pp. 505-24, He assumes & considerable 

interval between Mk and Mt,--ten, or even twenty years. 


4-Bacon, The Gospel ot Mark, pp. 104-5. 


5-Bacon, Is Mark a Roman Gospel?, pp. 6-354. 
6-Streeter, op. cit., p. 540. 
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SECTION II: THE NATURE OF THE EARLY SOURCES 
1. The Documentary Hypothesis. 

Once in the history of gospel criticism orel tradi- 
tion was considered important. in late years it has been 
pushed more and more into the background, The most claimed 
for this view at the present time is “that our written gospels 
proceed ultimately from oral tradition."1 But this state- 
ment is vague and ambiguous. Undoubtedly oral tradition 
existed side by side and, in some cases, complementary to 
documents; but the view that for a period of years oral tradi- 
tion was the only source of evidence for the life and teach- 
ings of Jesus and that as eye-witnesses grew fewer in number 
documents were compiled on the basis of oral tradition,--this 
view is open to suspicion. The oral hypothesis assumed that 
"all the Synoptic Gospels were based upon a primitive Gospel 
drawn up by the Apostles, or by one of them---which, although 
unwritten, became fixed and stereotyped by constant repetition 
and by the use of the catechetical me thod."* This oral Gospel 
was then reduced to writing, in Aramaic; and later it was 
translated into Greek. This view is pretty generally dis- 
credited by New Testament scholars. 

Too many difficulties are involved in the view of 
an "official" oral translation.® The new philological doc- 
JT-Moulton, Warren J., "The Dating of the Synoptic Gospels," 
JBL, XXXVII (March-June 1918), p. 1. 


2-Jones, Ope Gi bw, Pe 1 Odes 
3-Easton, B.S., The Gospel According to 5t. Luke, p. xXx. 
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trine of "translation Greek" deals the coup de grace to the 
mori~bound theory of oral tradition as the basis of our 
present gospels, although "oral tradition undoubtedly played 
&@ part in the transmission antecedent to these compositions, "+ 
Furthermore, the original documents of our present gospels 
Were written in the Greek language, since the verbal coinci- 
dence between the Synoptists are in Greek. It thus may be 
regarded as certain that written collections of the "teach- 
ings" were in use at a very early date.* 

This conviction of a documentary basis for our 
Synoptic Gospels rests mainly on the "Two-Document Hypothesis," 
or the theory (practically verified) that the authors of the 
First and Third Gospels had access to the Gospel of Mark 
{either in its present form or @ document approximately iden- 
tical with it) and independently embodied it almost in its 
entirety, and that a second principal document is also common 
to Matthew and Luke which the authors of these two Gospels 
independently combined with their Markan document.° The 
"Two~-Document maneineaie” has been challenged recently by 
Canon Streeter. This hypothesis, he writes, "so far as it 
concerns the non-Marcan element in Matthew and Luke, has 
broken down. But the breakdown has been concealed es the 
hypothesis that Matthew and Luke made use of two different 
-recensions of Q which have been styled respectively QMt and 


1-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, p. 59. 
e=-1bid., p. 205. 


3-Jones, op. cit., p. 190. 
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QLk, His view is that this latter hypothesis does not 


explain satisfactorily the verbal differences in the material 
Supposedly taken from the @ source. 


"The fact we have to explain is the occurrence in 
Matthew and Luke of two sets of parallelism, one 
set in which the verbal resemblances are so close 
as to favor, if not actually compel, the conclu- 
Sion that they were derived from a common written 
source, and another set in which the divergences 
are so great that they cannot be explained in that 
way. This two-sided fact is precisely what con- 
stitutes the problem we have to solve; and the 
symbols QMt and QLik are discovered on analysis to 
be merely a means of covering up the phenomena to 
be explained." 


Against Streeter's view of the "breakdown" of the 
"Two-Document Hypothesis" can be arrayed the contrary judgme nt 
of competent scholars. Moffatt writes, "Neither do I think 
that the Q hypothesis in its usual fom, if soberly stated, 
can be said to have broken down. "9 And Professor Bacon 
writes, "...to leap from a two-document to 1 four-document! 
theory is a desperate expedient."* Wor can Professor Scott® 
accept Streeter's "four-document" theory, which the latter 
offers in place of the "Two Document Hypothesis." Whatever 
merits, then, Dr. Streeter's views may have in other respects, 
his attempt to substitute a “four-document" for a "two-docu- 
ment" theory--with special reference to the non-Markan element 


in Matthew and Luke--as yet has not won general favor. 


1-Streeter, op. cit., p. 235. (For discussion of QMt and QLk 
see pp. Sette) 

2-Ibid., pp. 237-8. 

3-Moffatt, "The Four Gospels" HJ,XXIII (April 1925), 563. 

4~Bacon, "The Q Section on John the Baptist....", JBL, XLV 
(April 1926), 151. 

5-Scott, op. cit., p. 5l. 


X 
« 
\ 
S.3< 
a en 
agg 2 
125 
vetg = 
- Oo 
Oy. 
). 3. 
pa? 2 
us »! 
bat ’ 
te 
oe 
“ te 
RA Hic , 
« 
fe , 
{ 
* © 


* ds > 
2 ce Thu 


2i Woliv 


y 


it ylitetvosetezgae nz 


ezk 


so 08 oi} oOxt dexae Bloege 
clelexe ot evad ow vost eff? 
‘¢ ave wi to otil Bos wedsyae 
° 4 - tT LeZE.o¥ ani no inw ai s 
: f ¢ } ,toOvss 7 38 
“et 3) stew Yody Jandy. agLe 
; e2 tekions bite, ,soiv08 
va 8 : h > OS 2SIn CS ez 
;ioe Bi 39 e-onl elect Caw 
TL08 «¢ f —S:0029 eff eevsys ise 
; ‘ ‘ Ta Pee ett Jie al & “Ss 
wid ere Ltesyen- To ® Yletem ed 
-Domieaflores sd 
¢ 4 an r 
:‘ssceettd Tentaca 
=) 
i : aS "ei ogy InenuvooT waa 
. s572,0898 Tires sqger 
ef : iver =a .Bentoqyva © az 
oa J vw3n 6 i 5 ad 


“ a r 7 
95= fi agel oF..." ,senmR 
4 mr : rs seb esi (an 
¢ - 97 S'rtetestrs $q¢ 
: hs BOGAT £ ee 
! 
,= “say oS » eit , 6a 
'% 33 ea OJ Cz ,I78 
c 2 sd zs Cen y 
3 -=Gut ns wen tai 
2 a ‘ av auG@ ,teved Ly 
: 1 
« p= OO «00 e908 
ai™ | Cas a GG e 7 j 
Oe "2 77 . 
= +5ee ‘ J Pam d owe i 


The earliest literature of the Church known to us 
sheds but little light on the obscure problem of documentary 
Sources for our Synoptic Gospels, And the most ancient 
reference to the origins of the gospels is found in the state- 
ment of John the presbyter quoted from Papias by eaaeueueee 
To an examination of this testimony of the "Elder" we now 
turn. 


2. The "Elder's Testimony" variously interpreted. 

The “Elder's testimony" has been variously inter- 
preted as regards pre-gospel documents, the "order" of Mark,” 
and the "logia"® of Matthew. Recourse is sometimes had to 
this "testimony" to support a theory of the Ur-Marcus. Re- 
cent researches, however, are unanimous in rejecting this 
theory. Bacon claims that "critics who argue for an Ur- 
Markus as the work Papias and the Elders had in view generally 
do so on the ground that the Elders criticize the order of 
the work, whereas no gospel known to us has an order historic- 
ally as good as Mark's, and even such historical value as 
attaches to the order of the other gospels is derived from 
Mark,"* Dr. Carl Ss. Patton® definitely rejects the theory 
of an Ur-Markus. To him it is evident that Matthew and Luke 


used as a source our Mark. Both of them follow Mark in all 


the transpositions, dislocations, and other misarrangements 


I-Eusebius, History of the Church, iii. 39, pp. 15-17. 
2-See Pp. 48 of this paper. 
d-See p. 18 of this paper. 
4-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, p. 47. 
5-Patton, Carl S., The Sources of the Synoptic Gospels, pp. 88-92, 


POF cK ty gti» wats sivliotezil teolitas emf 


Met padcdool io meldexc eswssdo en go taali eign se cee 
Sielons Feo at. Jee -sisquon siiqorys. 180° Tort acot I 
merats s2i) ook ei sledue “iz to anluiwo.ead oF some 


oc .de 'o BSige> ort betoso vetydsetq eaffY adot z 


won ew “xsi li" ed? te eromiiast eld? to noivanineze-aee 


Os San somileces si eeiwessi weosste to “~"“ainaol" ea 


é . ‘ . e : 
3 F P rs “9 S23 be é sat ‘ ae | wUOs 8S 
— 
7 a os » = Ce 


rm 


ie a2 wt ec 4 i *y % ey hee : ‘ a: oe hl . tee ores 7 
a vt aane es ee — a 29S <i SO IVOCS BS Sea 


- > } v 
¢ ~ * WI AN Bee ts 

ay a ae 

i ws a winded 5 
= = s - - \ es ere. Fe ,2bae a 
anti me a ey An 
f a. a <i 
® he ve = ad ** 


. 3. x or? .o Sa. 20 ‘DOLLS OM, ..¢ ee oo 


11 


of his Gospel. Both of them use Mark as their framework, 
though deviating from his order for accountable reasons; but 
Where one is not following it, the other is. “If these de- 
viations go back to an Ur-Marcus, there must have been one 
Ur-Marcus in the hands of Matthew and another in the hands 

of Luke." It does not follow from this that both used the 
Same identical copy of Mark. The fact that the "corrections 
of Mark" by Matthew and Luke agree would seem to support the 
assumption that the two copies used by Matthew and Luke re- 
spectively "belonged to a type later, and not earlier, than 
our present Mark," The simplest explanation is found in 

the assumption that both used a text of Mark in which these 
corrections had already been made, "Yet even of this text 
they probably did not use the same identical copy. And as 
the copy used by one or both of them may have been two or 
three removes from the text from which it started, many changes 
may have crept into the copy used by one of them, not contained 
in the copy used by the other. This would account alike for 
the agreements in deviations from our present Mark, and for 
the fact that these corrections are not all of them found in 
both Matthew ana Luke."* The agreements of Matthew and Luke 
against Mark are comparatively few and unimportant 4s compared 
with the very large number of deviations in which they do not 
agree, and as compared with the large number of instances in 
which both follow Mark faithfully. So that "if Ur-Marcus 


R=Patten, Op. Cit., p. 86. 
2-ibid., p. Yl. 
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differed from our Mark only in those words and phrases in | 
Which Matthew and Luke agree against our Mark, then Ur-Marcus 
was at the most not a different Mark from ours, but only a 
different copy or text of our Mark. The assumption of an 
Ur-Marcus...is a cumbersome hypothesis, and insecure; further 
Study seems to discredit it. Matthew and Luke used our Mark, 


not another, "+ 


2 


Dr. Sanday has advancea previously a similar 
argument. He explains the "coincidences of Mt Lk against 
Mk" as due to "a recension of the text of lk different from 
that from which all the extant MSS of the Gospel are descend- 
ea," The copy used by Mt Lk, though closely alike to each 
other, “belonged to a different family or different line of 
descent from that other important copy from which the great 
mass of our extant authorities is descended. Dr. Streeter 
also rejects the theory of an Ur-Marcus.° This theory, he 
writes, has previously been based on the argument of the 
"minor agreements" of Matthew and Luke against Merk; and 
this, he concludes, "is completely baseless." He bids us 
"renounce once and for all the chase of the phantom Ur-Marcus, 
and the study of the minor agreements becomes the highway to 


Ww 


the recovery ot the purest text of the Gospels. Streeter's 


approach is slightly different, but the result is the same,-- 


"in every case the coincident language used by Matthew and 


1-Patton, op. cit., p. 96. ; 
2-see his article in OSSP, pp. 19-25. 


$-Streeter, op. cit., pp. 295-51. 
4-Ibid., Pe Dole 
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Luke has been shown to be more polished and in every way less 
primitive than the existing text of Mark. if, therefore, 
the coincident agreements of Matthew and Luke can only be ex- 
plained on the theory that they used a difierent edition of 
Mark to the one we have, then it is the earlier of the two 


editions, the Ur-Marcus in fact, that has survived."* 


ee ee ce ee ee ee 


a. Present Status. 

The rejection of the theory of an Ur-Markus does 
not mean, however, that we are unable to go farther back than 
our canonical Gospels. That these can be dissolved into 

' their original elements, and thus be made to yield up their 
secret, is the constant hope of all New Testament scholars, 
Gospel material certainly must have existed from a very early 
date.* The quality of our present gospels may be an indica- 
tion of earlier attempts, out of which these are the greater 
achievements. Mark stands oldest in line; but back of it 
are "some supplements; the most important of which are the 
teaching materials derived from the Second Source."9 Scholars 
are agreed that Matthew aud Luke used Mark. This theory 
accounts for much of the material common to both. But there 
is also a considerable amount of material common to Matthew 
and Luke which is not found in Mark, in addition to material 


derived from independent sources. This "coincident materiel 


l-Streeter, op. cit., p. 3505. 


' 2-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, p. ll. 
S-lIbid. 
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of Matthew and Luke not found in Mark" is familiarly known as 
mQ" It comprises, in general, ali common non-larkan material 
of Matthew and Luke. It was a document and not an oral tradi- 
tion, the proof of which "lies in the extent and character of 
the agreements between the two zospels."+ And the recovery 
of this document would be the greatest possible triumph of New 
Testament criticism. So much of it has been recovered that 
‘now, despite minor differences of er a fairly unanimous 
agreement upon the general content and nature of "Q" hes been 
reached, Harnack was @ pioneer in this field. But his "re- 
construction of the teaching source that Matthew and Luke had 
in common has been set aside, He followed the Matthean order 
in building up his Q, and as a result has only 4 heap of in- 


teresting ruins."* 


Later critics, by following the Lukan 
order in parallel material, have endeavored to construct a 
source that has logical sequence. 

We pause to note that the theory of Q is not quite 

“universally accepted. ir. A. G. Sellen thinks that of all 
the reconstructions of the @ document the work done by Dr. 
Streeter and Professor Castor’ is the best. "But even their 
results when weighed in the balance are found to be wanting, 
for the @ hypothesis does not really solve the synoptic 
problem." And ",..there is need...for & more adequate theory 
I-Patton, op. cit., p. 98. 

» ODe » P 


2-Sellen, A.G., "The Interpretative Value of the Synoptic Source 
Analysis", JBL, XXII (1925), 35f. 


$-Castor, G.D., Matthew's Sayings of Jesus. 
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than the @ hypothesis." President Burton's analysis, he 
thinks, is more adequate than the Q@ hypothesis:- 
"In addition to Mark,..Mt and Lk have four sources: 
G, or Galilean document, with vivid narrative used 
by both Mt and Lk; P, or Perean document, also used 
by both; document M, presumably the L@ia of Matthew, 
used by Matthew alone; some minor sources for the 
infancy, passion, and resurrection narratives." By 
further analysis of M, some of this material has 
been found to belong to special sources. P, it has 
been shown, contains two documents, one of which 
Matthew had while Luke used both.@ 

Canon Streeter, upon further study of the facts, is 
convinced "that a substantial proportion of the two hundred 
verses (common non-Markan material of Mt and Lk) in question 
Were probably derived from some other source than Q.n He 
Warns us that, although we are justified in assuming the 
existence of Q@ (by Q@ he means a "Single written source") in- 
asmuch as it explains facts for which explanation is necessary 
in a simpler and more satisfactory way then eny alternative 
Suggestion which has so far been put forward,---we should re- 
member that "the assumption is one which, though highly probable, 
falls just short of certainty."* This gentle skepticism is 
not shared by the Rev. E. W. Lummis who finds “not the slight- 
est scrap ot evidence for "Q", or for *Corrected Mark", or 
for Dr. Stanton's ‘other documents'", He accepts only the 
hypothesis ot "“undesigned coincidence;" and "in default of 
any evidence for 'corrected Mark,' the acquaintance of one 
Mi-Sellen, op. cit., p. 35. 
2-lbid., pp. Soff. 

$-Streeter, op. cit., p. 185. 
 4-Ibid., p. 184. 


_N.B.-In the numerical series, number 16 has been omitted; 
so next page begins with number 17. 
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evangelist with the other's work must be regarded as proven," 
He believes that Luke was acquainted with Matthew's text.” 

At this point it may be well to introduce a distinc- 
-$ion, made by Professor Bacon, between Q and the "Second Source," 
~as he calls it,--a distinction not usually observed, but a very 
useful one. He maintains that the symbol Q "designates not 
@ source (in spite of its derivation) but only coincident 
material of Matthew and Luke not found ne Hate The source 
from which this 'double-tradition' material has been drawn 
doubtless included more, possibly considerable narrative tran- 
scribed by Mare and thus subtracted out under the hypothesis."° 
Professor Bacon employs Q "to designate the Mattheo-Lukan 
blocks, or paragraphs, drawn from rtic7* Q comprises, in 
general, the fifty-nine indisputable fragments of Harneck; 
and from these Q fragments, Bacon draws the proof of the exist- 
ence of S (the Second Source) i* "No avoid question-begeing 
titles", he writes, “we should speak of it simply as the 'Second 
Source’. Please do not call it Q, or 'The Logia', The proper 


16 


application of those terms is different. He criticises Dr. 


Streeter for being illogical in stopping with the mere juxta- 
position of @ fragments. For it is needful to distinguish 


between Q and S, which "Streeter unfortunately fails to do" in 


I-Lummis, &.W., "A Case Against 'Q'", HJ, XXIV (July 1926) ,758-61. 
2-For contrary view, see Patton, op. cit., p. 98. 

3-Bacon, "The Nature and Design of Q," HJ, XXI{ (July 1924) ,674-5. 
4-Bacon, "The 2 Section on John the Baptist," JBL, XLV (April 

m 1926), 23, 

5-Ibid., De Os 


6-Bacon, The Story of Jesus, Pp. o8. 
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his articles contributed to the volume of Oxford Studies in the 
Synoptic Problem (1911).4 It is not always possible to deter- 
mine whether scholars, in writing on this sub ject, observe the 
distinction here made; and the two designations, Q and S, are 
Sometimes used synonimously, although Q really designates the 
common non-larkan material of Matthew and Luke, © While S is 
the larger source from which Q was derived. Professor Easton, 
on the other hand, employs the terminology "Q" where Bacon 
probably would use mgn 9 
b. @ and the Logia of Matthew. 

Much effort has been spent in the attempt to relate 
@ (or S) to the Logia of Matthew, referred to by Papias. If 
One were to judge by the strenuous efforts put forth by Pro- 
fessor Bacon to disprove any relationship between the two, it 
would seem that they are commonly identified. He tekes his 
stand "with the continental crities generally that we have no 
evidence at all for connecting the name of 'Matthew' with the 


n& 


Second Source, He o jects most strenuously to the way some 


people have of attaching the name "Matthew" to S; for the 
reference of Papias "was unquestionably" to our canonical 
Gospel of Matthew and nothing else.” It is the "Matthew" 


essentially as we have it that Papias refers to, as quoted 


1-Bacon, "The 2 Section on John the Baptist", JBL, XLV (April 
1926), 33. 

2- Is so used by Patton, op. cit., p. 97. 

$-Baston, Ope Rida. De XX e 

4~Bacon, "Why'According to Matthew'?’", Exp., XX (October 1920), 
305. 

5-Bacon, "The Q Section on John the Baptist," JBL, XLV (April 
£226}, 26, 
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by Eusebius, and not to a Second Source. It is necessary, 
first of all, to understand that the Elder was speaking of a 
document other than that Papias had in mind when he reported 
him. For "Papias has all the time Matthew in his mind's 
eye; whereas the Elder's words presuppose no document of any 
Sort beyond Mark itselr,"4 Failure to observe this distine- 
tion has lead to all sorts of attempts at identifying the 
"logia" referred to by the Elder with Sea darby document 
comprising the "sayings" of Jesus. "Hence all attempts to 
Yead into the simple language of Papias about the Gospel of 
Matthew some obscure and recondite allusion to a document un- 


heard of until the nineteenth century fall completely to the 


ground, "* because neither the Elder nor Papias could have had 


any knowledge of a Second Source, or any other document, save 
the Gospel of Matthew. It was this Greek Gospel of Matthew 
that Papias knew. 


"The effort to find a proto-Matthew consisting main- 
ly of logia is waste of time. When based (as in the 
ease of Harnack and a whole group of English eritigs) 
on misinterpretation of Papias, it is misleading." 
"There is not one scintilia of proof, nor even 

ground for conjecture, that either Papias or 'the 
Elder'..had ever heard of the document modern critics 

| designate the Second Source. Much less have critics 

| the right to label it 'the Logia spoken of by Papias,' 

and to draw inferences as to its authorship, character, 

and contents from words intended to apply to a totally 

different work."4 


|1-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, ». 27. See also p. 10 of this 
paper. 

'e-Ibid., pp. 26,40. 

m=-lbid., p. 154. 

4-Bacon, "The Nature and Design of Q", HJ, XXII (July 1924), 674. 
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These are strong words, and have not been refuted, 
Dr. Patton &lso rejects the identification of the common non- 
Markan material of Matthew and Luke with the "Logia" of Papias.! 

ec. Was Q & Gospel? 

Of great interest and importance is the answer to 
the question, Did the Second Source contain narrative as well 
as "sayings" and was it, therefore, a Gospel? Much hinges on 
the problem of whether or not it contained an account of the 
Passion. Burkitt early argued that Q contained a story of 
the Passion, and was not confined to discourses alone, "for 
the same arguments which prove that it contained a discourse 
corresponding to the 'Sermon on the Mount' prove also that 
it contained the story of the Centurion's poye.." The theory 
that Q contained a story of the Passion has not been accepted 
by many scholars,° its chief weakness being its inability to 
explain "the neglect of the presumed Passion narrative in Q 
by the First Evangelist." Dr. Streeter believes that the 
Passion story was omitted from Q because it could readily be 
in oral tradition, and because to the Apostles (excepting Paul) 
not the Cross but the Second Coming was the point that mattered 
most. Harnack decided that 2 is "simply a heterogenious 


collection of discources and sayings, for the most part bound 


mePatton, op. Cit., De 97. 


2 ———————s 


2-Burkitt, F.0., The Gospel History and Its Transmission, p. 135. 
3-Taylor, Vincent, Behind the Third Gospel, p. 5; ees 
Patton, ope cit., pe 109; Castor, op. cit., pp. ni 


Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, p. lle. 
4-Streeter, Ope Gn ba, De 292. 


7 
ia) 
-— 
+ 
. 
- 


c 
~@ 


*y 


Stal 


rr; 


rie 
+ 
( 

a 

’ 

. 7 

« 


a¢ ba 
a¢ 
ee 
- 
t 
D ack 


“>i 


Stew amowe ere eBeae 
Ky 
“ % 
sedt eff efoeter og ie cogeie 
» di a - ; 
: 22 wettte! to Ieltedan 
Legeo) 2°) Ban 
bons teorvetcl teem % 
nocec. nF sit Bets 
tat? ,2f eer fine Yaenwis 
gf i. ny ~ 4 ” +* > 4 * F , 
Cf To teitercw xe rieLdore é 
sata ¢isaco JF lacus oie 
"7 
beastie ; law bos , No 2880 
evo% 9.0 Bw tern e ia Cae 
ices ' olin m fi DGG 
=e ~- 
435 30 Ytors off bat igg 
Mis 30 Ytots Si LAT HOH) B 
ww 2 @7i “.,eisic¢tos Vie 
ce © voslizen sal” ee 
. = 3 > <2 a iG he" 
ys of% 8 Yiels a 
pervaded Gre fo ry tbat SED “ 
boosh - an 3d 880T) ag 
ropews é Ob ADJSBATS5 : 
‘ SEL EG ib ‘to new 
»TO 6 440 19.96 ae 
¥ = Fatt = ee 
J et SOIGS. , JBC am 
pSV oF 13018 00 ae 
A sy i 2ITle SHOR. hie 
_ renee > ee tem be 
at we * . s a «fo - tog 


el 


nt 


together in groups. binge Patton” reaches the conclusion that 


Q was a collection of "sayings", without chronological frame- 
work or data of any sort, containing little or no narrative,-- 
the only certain instance of narrative being that of the heal- 
ing of the centurion's servant; and to this collection of 
Sayings there was prefixed a brief account of the preaching 
of John the Baptist. Rev. J. M. Crum believes Q must have 
given narrative as well as Sayings.” Moffatt favors the 
hypothesis that Q@ was not a gospel at aan * This view is 
Sharea by Castor, who believes that the narrative in ® is 
in every case “subordinated to the teaching."° 1, Stephen- 
son regards 2 as coming "far short of being a gospel...Q plus 
L, or both of them separately, could not be regarded as a 
complete gospel."6 Professor Bacon, on the other hand, is 
outspoken in his contention that the Second Source contained 
narrative and was, therefore, a Gospel. 

"If by a 'Gospel" we mean an attempt to show by 

the story of Jesus' life and ministry that he was 

the agent of God for accomplishing the redemption 

foretold by the prophets, then gertainly S was a 

"zospel' in the fullest sense." 

"Tf the quotation of the 'Servant' prophecy 
in Matt. xii.18-21 was originally intended to look 


back not upon the trifling note of Mark iii.12 'he 
charged them not to make him known', but upon 


l-Harnack, The Sayings of Jesus, pe. «05. 

2-Patton, op. cit., pp. 109, 164, 255. 

3-Crum, Jell.C., “The Document 'Q'", HJ, XXIV (January 1926), 347. 

4-iMoffatt, Introduction, pp. 202-5. 

5-Castor, op. cit., p. 155. 

6-Stephenson, T., "Fresh Light on the Synoptic Problem", JTS, 
HUI 4April 1922), 251ff. i. 

7-Bacon, "The Q Section on John the Baptist", JBL, XLV (April 
1926), 55. 
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"the ministry of Jesus as a whole (and to this end 
Bacon argues), from his baptism with the Spirit to 
the proclamation of salvation 'in his name' to the 
Gentiles, then we have in our hands the key to a 
precanonical outline of gospel story...If the funda- 
mental note of this outline, Jesus as the Isaian 
suffering Servant, can be shown to coincide with 

the @ sections in distinction from Mark,...then we 
hold in our grasp an invaluable aid for the recon- 
struction of a document even more fundamental than 
Mark to Synoptic tradition, the Second Source. It 
will not have been a mere agglutination of sayings, 
but a presentation of the kind of ministry repre- 
sented by Jesus' career, a true Gospel tease Harnack) , 
in which Jesus wes set forth as the redeeming "Wisdom' 
of God, the Suffering Servant of Isaian prophecy, 
humbled in obedience unto rejection and death, and, 
therefore, also "highly exelteda', It wili have been 
a@ gospel more akin_to Paul and John than any of our 
extant Synopties."4 


By definition narrative material is necessarily ex- 


ras) 
or 


eluded from Q; and the reasoning moves in a circle.” | 

Professor Bacon's argument carries a strong appeal. 
If his view should be correct, it would explain to a greater 
degree than otherwise possible the remarkable influence which 
the memory ot Jesus' life axes cad upon his early followers; 
for a document presenting the "kind of ministry" of Jesus 
would be more likely to do this than would a "compilation of 
the sayings of our Lord, made with the asim of giving authori- 
tative teaching (and that principally ethical)..."° 

a, Language. 
It has long been a matter of debate whether our 


canonical Greek Gospels rest upon Aramaic sources. It is now 


I-Bacon, "The Nature and Design of Q", HJ, XXII (July 1924), 688. 


The Gospel of Mark, p. 154. 
@-By definition, Hawkins can only do as much. Op. cit., p. lll. 


5-Harnack, Ope eit. 3 De E0d% 
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agreed that the ultimate sources, both written and oral, were 


Aremaic.t Professor Scott goes so far as to say that "closer 


examination (of the gospels) have made it certain that there 
Were Aramaic originals." That the document Q was originally 
composed in Aramaic, which, when employed by Matthew and Luke 
(in different recensions) had been translated into Greek, is 
practically the unanimous opinion of scholars.° Evidence for 
this is found in the fact that Matthew and Luke egree more 
Closely in their Q material than they do even in their common 
dependence on Mark. * Dr. Patton reasons thus ;-° 


"If Matthew and Luke had been independently trans- 
lated from an Aramaic document, they could not 
have hit so generally upon the same order of words, 
especially where many other arrangements would have 
done as well (and occasionally better), nor would 
they have agreed in the translation of an Aramaic 
word by the same unusual Greek word, as notably in 
the €/ovevev of the Lord's Prayer....." 

"Q, as found in Matthew and Luke has no Aramaic 
words; this seems to be explicable only upon the 
supposition that though the original of it was in 
Aramaic, Matthew and Luke knew it only in its Greek 
SOUR ois Savane” 

"The hypothesis of an Aramaic original for Q@ is 
rendered practically certain by some of the varia- 
tions that occur between Matthew's and Luke's ver- 
sions of it"...e.g. the speech ageinst the Pharisees 
(after Wellihausen). Instances adduced "seem to 
prove conclusively..that, not merely an Aramaic 
oral tradition, but an Arameic document lies behind 
the Greek Q@ used by Matthew and Luke." 

He concludes, therefore, that @ was "originally 
an Aramaic document, used by Matthew and Luke in 
Greek translations going back to different Aramaic 
MePtGig cs ae 


1-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, pp. 5f, 206, 248-9. 

2-Scott (8) ® cit. 9 Pe 144, 

Z-Bacon, The Cospel of Mark, pp. 51, 318; Bacon,"The 2 Section 
on John the Baptist", JBL, ZLV(April 1926), 27; Bacon, "The 
Nature and Design of Q", HJ, XXII (July 1924), 674; Patton, 

: (6) e Git., pPe 123-63 Easton, Ope Cites, Pe xxii. 

4~Bacon, “The & Section on John the Baptist", JBL, XLV (April 
926), 27. 

5-Patton, op. cit., pp. 125-216; Harnack, Op. Cr. e PP bs. 
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e, Authorship and date. 

Who composed the Second Source, in the original 
Aramaic, and when, are questions which do not admit of ready 
solution. We are surprised at the statement that the Aramaic 
Q was written by St. er uce.. Harnack cleins "a strong 
balance of probability that Q is a work of St. Matthew,"@ 
Professor Castor identifies Matthew's "logia" and Q, "This 
mutual support of external and internal evidence is our justi- 
fication for entitling the non-Marcan common source of Matthew 
and Luke 'ifatthew’s Sayings of Jesus'."5 He thus eleims 
apostolic origin for Q. This may partly be due to his idea 
that Q "was not written for missionary purposes. Knowledge 
of the general outline of Jesus' life was taken for granted. 
It was written for the benefit of the early Christian community, 
furnishing them a collection of the teachings of Jesus with 
their special problems and difficulties in mind."* ‘This view 
is not open to dispute if one accepts the definition of Q as 
the "coincident material of Matthew and Luke not found in Mark;" 
put if the distinction made between Q and the Second Source 
should prove to be based on fact, it may be more than likely 
that "Q" was written tor "missionary purposes." Dr. Streeter 
Suggests that "Q was probably written to supplement an are 


i-EBaston, op. cit., p. xxii. 
e-Harnack, op. cit., p. 249. 


4-Castor, op. cit., p. 216. 
Melbid., PP. 159, 212. 
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tradition, "1 Contrary to these views, Professor Bacon affirms 
that "S was not the work of the Apostle Matthew, nor of any 
authoritative eye-witness. Had it been so, its relative neg- 
lect by Mark, and its subordination to Mark by the two later 
Synoptists, would be inexpliceble."* And, "like all early 
gospels", it was "almost certainly anonymous."© Internal 
evidence is proof that it was composed in Palestine. 

Any attempt to fix a date for Q would be highly con- 


jectural. | Montefiore* 


Suggests 50-60 A.D.; Castor dates it 
"before, but probably not long before, Mark" ;° and Patton 
States that "Q cannot be proved to be earlier than 60-65 A,D,''6 
Harnack believes that it is of the "highest eAviquit yes but yet 
Would not set it too early; for he can find no proof of any 
literary relationship between Q and Mark, the lack of which 
indicates that Q@ had not been long in circulation prior to the 
time when Mark was composed at Rom gf 

f. Historical value. 

Since Q can hardly be ascribed to any of the twelve 
disciples, and since it probably dates from a period about 
thirty years after the death of Jesus, the question of the 
historical value of this document comes to the fore, Harnack 
Reccee, "ine eBschion on John the Baptist", JBL, XLV (April 

1926), p. 28. 
5-Bacon, The Story of Jesus", pp. 172ff. 
4-Montefiore, ©.G., The Synoptic Gospels, p. xlxii. 
5-Castor, op. cite, Pp. 208. 


6-Patton, op. cit., pe 25. 
7-Harnack, op. cit., pp. c46it. 
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estimates its historical value very highly: It.is a "price- 
less compilation of the sayings of Jesus." Q and Mark give 
unassailable testimony of the life and teachings of Jesus. 
Although Q does not give us history, “the portrait of Jesus 
as given in the sayings of Q has remained in the foreground." 
He asserts that "behind the written record there stands the 


memory of an apostolic listener."+ 


A more recent writer 
appraises the historical value of Q more highly than even 
Harnack, saying,--"often only the different between the 
Aramaic original and a close Greek translation separates us 

in 2 from the actual words of Christ, "* We have no desire 

to interfere with the religious beliefs of any one; but we 
venture the guess that here a man's desires have run beyond 
the limits of present knowledge. The statement is open to 
two objections. First, we have no way of knowing how wide 

is the gap which separates our "close" Greek translation from 
the Aramaic original, Second, that the Aramaic original re- 
ports "the actual words of 'Christ'" (which this writer appar- 
ently takes for granted) is pure assumption. The authenticity 
of the reported sayings of Jesus rests on proofs less evident 
(but perhaps more reliable) than the one affirmed above. In 
Sharp contrast re this is Professor Bacon's method of deter- 


mining the historical value of Q.° 


I-Harnack, op. cit., pp. 246-52. 
2-Haston, op. cit., p. xxii. ie 
S-Bacon, The Story of Jesus, pp. 179-20". 
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The literary quality of Q,--its highly poetic forn, 
the rhetorical finish of the speeches of Jesus, its 
balanced symmetry of strophe and antistrophe, poetic 
paralielism,--"savors more of literary composition 
than of unpremeditated speech," and therefore does 
not furnish the most reliable witness, 

For this we turn to Paul. He has few direct 

references to the character «and disposition of Jesus; 
but they are decisive, Some are but indirect refer- 
ences, He has much to say about spiritual cualities. 
"Without the definite statement of the fact, we may be 
certain that these spiritual qualities are so many 
characterizations of Jesus," Paul knew the spirit 
of Jesus,--the humble and obedient Servant of Isaiah. 
To Bacon, therefore, "it seems highly significant 
of the reliability of this unknown report in S that 
eeethe traits of character revealed are precisely 
those which dominate in the conception of Paul." 
With Mark it is quite the contrary. In S$ the spirit 
of Jesus is that of the "saving, redeeming Wisdom of 
God," symbolized in the descent of the heavenly dove, 
Which in Mark's extract is lost. 

On the authority of Paul, therefore, Bacon ventures 
"to rank the historical value of this pre-Ilarkan por- 
trait very high indeed, Whether we can or cannot de- 
pend on S for the exact words of Jesus' teaching, an 
impartial critical valuation should place its testi- 
mony higher than even that of Mark, at least for a 
judgment of the spirit of Jesus, and it is the spirit 
rather than the letter that counts." 

Again, notice how differently tlark am S treat 
"the witness of the mighty works" in the Q section 
on the stumbling of Israel, paralleled in Mark 1,.40-2.22. 
Q's treatment of Jesus' relation to John the Baptist, 
with its generous tribute to him, is undoubtedly his- 
torical, and should be preferred to -lark's,. From the 
Second Source "we learn what would be impossible to 
gather from Mark--that Jesus regarded his own movement 
as @ continuation of John's", He also makes his own 
work @ continuation of John's, Mark related John to 
Elijah; and Jesus was the "Lord" for whose coming John 
prepared the way. But from 5 we learn that to Jesus 
John was "greater than a prophet", because he had in- 
augurated a new movement which was indeeu "from heaven", 
and to whose continuation Jesus consecrated himself in 
the act of submitting to John's baptism. 

In Paul's sayings about the "witness of the Spirit" 
we have further evidence ot the superior historical 
value of the Second Source. To Paul, the supreme wit- 
ness of the Spirit is inward and moral; and tongues, 
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"prophecies, miracles, etc., were temporary. He does 
not mention exorcism of evil spirits at all. Let us 
note the distinction "between Mark's conception of Jesus 
as the great Exorciser, heavenly Judge on earth, with 
power to set aside the law, dispensing pardon as he 
wills, and the S conception of a prophet who reads the 
Signs God gives, who has an open eye and ear to spiritual 
things, a Son who sees the work of his Father, and works 
unceasingly with that beneficent heavenly will---con- 
ception...identical with that of the greater prophets 

of the Old Testament...this...view comes very close to 
Paul's doctrine of the Spirit...Was Paul the originator 
of this doctrine of life in the Spirit? Or shall we 
accept the witness of the Second Source in confirmatim 
of that of Paul himself, that this was the teaching of 
Jesus?" 

g. Reconstructions of 4, 


of many attempts to reconstruct Q Harnack's was for 
sometime the most notable. He found eighty verses which cer- 
tainly were Q, regarding which Crum says, "eighty certain 
verses establish the certainty of many more than eighty." 
Hawkins selects eighty-four passages "in all of which, when 
We take into consideration the substance, their wording, and 
the positions in which they stand, there is some degree of 
probability that they rest upon, or at the very least show the 
influence of, a common written origin, "* These eighty-four 
passages he arranges in three classes assigning to the first 
class fifty-four passages as to which the probability of deri- 
vation from Q seems high. The second class contains twenty- 
two passages as to which that probability seems considerable; 
and the third class contains eight passages as to which the 


i-Crum, op. cit., p. 348. 
g-Hawkins, op. cit., p. 112. 
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probability of derivation from 2 is but slight, and yet not 


absolutely negligible, Wendt pronounced the result of Har- 


nack's work an interesting "heap of ruins,” With this state- 


ment Castor takes sharp issue, Saying that Q has @ plan and 


BS 
intelligible order, Bacon returns to a favorite theme when 


he says that many of these attempts, notably Harnack's, are 


"vitiated from the start by a false assumption from the frag- 


ments of Papias. 


Wk Undoubtedly Harnack's list will have to 


be revised, as recent researches make cuite plain. We present 


the results of the work of three scholars who have recently 


endeavored to reconstruct Q. 


Mt. 
Lk. 


Mt. 
Lk. 


Mt. 
ik. 


Mt. 
Lk, 


lit. 
Lk. 


Mt. 
Lk. 


TABLE I. 


CASTOR'S RECONSTRUCTION oF "Q",° 


$:7-10; li, 12; 4:1-lla; 5:3,4,6,11,12; 5:39,40,44-48; 

S:7—- 93; 16b,173; 4:1-13 ; 6:20-23 3 6387-38 , 56 36; 
731-5,12,18,19,22,24-27; 7:28a;8:5-10,13; 11:2-11,16-19 ; 
63 36=38, "41-49 is 1-10 3; 7318,19,22-28 ,31- 35: 
8:19~-22 ; 9:57,583;10:5-15; 11:21-24;10:16; 

9:57-60(61,62); 10:2-12 ; 10:13-l4 ,3 > (10:17=20); 
11325-27; 12:16,17; 6:9-12; 7:7-1ll 3; 9:33b3:123 22-968 
10:21-22; 10:23,24; 11:1-4; 11:(5-9); 11:9-13 ; ll: 14-23 ; 
12:43-45; 12:38,39,41,42 ; 2074,6.13,15,25, 25, 27-52 G4 36; 
11:24-26; ll: 29-32. B42, 55,56; 11; 39- 44, 46- 54. 


10: (24,25) 26-33;12:32; 6:19-21,25-34; 24:42-51 : 
12:1b-12 ; 12:22- BA ; 12:(35-38) 39-46; 


1-Castor, op. cit., p. 152. 
2-Bacon, "The Nature and Design of Q", HJ, XXII (July 1924), 675. 
3-Castor, op. cit., pp. 19-119, 217-50 . (Brackets signify doubt.) 
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Mt. 
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50 


10:34-36 ¢(1658b,9); (5225,26 ; ; 13:31-33; 
12:(49,50) 51-53; 12:54-56 ; 12:57-59; (13:1-9); 13:18-21; 


7315, 14; 7321-23 3; 8:11, 12; 23:37-39; 10;:37-38 
15:25,24; 13:25-27; 13:28,20; 13:34,35; 14:25-27( 28-35); 


° 
2 
> 


18:10-12 » 6980 511312,1353.6:18-; 6:385; 18:6,7; 
15:4-7(8-10); 16:13;16:16 ; 16:17; 16:18; Lestat 


18: 15,21,22) 172203 24:26-28 ; 24:357-41 ; 
SEES 5 4 17:5,6; 17:(21,20)22-25; 17:26-30,34- -37; 


£5:14,15,19-29; (vss 11, 12b, 14,15,17,19,27,28; are 
19:11-28 ; (editorial; vs 25 is an insertion by Luke.) 


A total of 232 verses for Matthew and 277 for Luke, 


Mite 
Lk. 


Mt. 
Lk. 


Lit 2 
Lk. 


Mt. 
Lk. 


Mt. 
tk. 
Mt. 

Lk. 


TABLE II. 

CRUM'S RECONSTRUCTION oF "9", 
Does £ 9re 4 9; LO; Ll; 12; 13: 17; 4:32 2: St “eS 
B0i16S, 71 778-3; Os 363 4178. $81 Shred s th 2-8: 4s 
4: 63 73-63; 9 ¢: 10; Il; 4:23; 9:35; 10:2 ; 3S: 
Sei0% 133-182 -53926,7; iS? 262155 6:15,14; 15; 
9034; ©6:(352); 5:3 ; 6; 7; 11; 12; 5:17; 
6316; 6220;¢21; Ba; 20: 84;°R5; 83263 


bate % 20s 2l3 223 25; 24; 27; 88; Gly 5:62 ; 3B; 34; 3S; 
a6747: 6:28: 


6156: S37; 38; 5:39; 40; 41; 42; 43; 44; 45; 46; 47; (48); 
6:29; 30; 28; 35; 32; (36); 


Peet Gti 2: 64 47 65 6; 16; 17; 18; 721 3. &; 
Y ry 6 ° 


I-Grum, op. cit., pp. 537-62. (Brackets signify doubt.) 
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Mit. 
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Lk, 


bl 


epeds ~F3S4> Ay Sr 17s 265 12:35; 34; 71223 24; 
G6id9 ; 6:41; 42; (42);43; 44; 6:45 ; 6:46; 47; 


2 


7:25; 26; 27; 28:8:6; 9:32; 33; 12:22; bo, Cee: 
6:48; 49; ‘mes : 21314; LO Aik: 


L20263 27; 28; 29: 50; 43; 44; 45; 32; 
aaptoy, 295° 20; Bly B2; 23; 24; 25; 26; 122107 


wocoe; 414 42; Jis2h:, 22; 26; 11:2; 
aLicts 28's B93 Oo; S13 10:13; 14; 1B; §3;20; 7:16>19; 


a Fe ee Ae 16a Pee Se Poe LOGS 41s 123 LOY? Lay 16 
N28G3- 253-24; 25; 26; 27; 28; 16316; TIOL: 


waevre 183 19s 8:19; 20: Bir 22; 
43823 06; 54; SB; 9:57; 58; 59; 60; 61; 62: 


w2O7s: 1025; 6s 7 s 6: 107) be: 18: 14% 14; 
1023 Pelle Oy Ag bi Gy" 73 «G45 O20 ieee, 


aeeno, co; 24; 26; 40; 6:14; 52kB ;}-10:26; 273 88; 29; 
207° 3; T6s $1LiGO3" Lose 3° Sis yee oe 


20:20; G61; 32: 33; 17; 19; 20; G4; 903> 36: S73 
Lee% 3 8; 93 11: Leshe; S13 Sa; 53; 14:26; 


10258 5 eee Oslo 3 6:18: 20; aL: Bes ees 
4:27; 17:38; - 14:54: 12353; 64;°11:34; 55; 


6:24; 253 Bot «ts BOs 29; 303 Sb; S62: 33:3 S43 
wOnaeeet “LESecy BO: 24; 25; eli 203° 89; 303 451; 


Leo tole ef ee; 29; 50} L53i6; 
14a 18: 193520} 21; 22; (23); 


13:17 18:7; 6; 10; 12; 
10:24; 12:49; 50; 17:1; 2; (cf. 15:10:; (cf, 15:3-7); 


;<s 


cu 


Gis 


32 
mG, 18:15; 14; 16; Clegg GPO); 17:20; 
ik, 17:3; 4; 5; (22:24; 25; 26;) 
it. 19:28; 5:25; 
Mee 17:7; 8: 22:28; -30;°13:31; 32; oo; @azbés 56; 56; 86s 
Mt. 5:26 ; 21380 3 29; 30% oF 
Mee tes P Sti; 2; S; 4; 5; 6: 7; 8; 9% (15511), 
mt, £1332; £n795; 36: ST; 39; 26:27; 29; 30; Sly 
me, 7:29 ; 30; 10:25; 86; 87; 28; 11:44; 47; 48; 
Mus 20:02; 33; 54; 35; 36; OT, B85 S9: 
Lk, 11:49; 50; 51; 18:34; 36; 17:20} 
Mt, 13:31; 32; (24:26); 27; 
Mes L722); 13:18; 19; 20; 213; 27:83; 243167: 
Me. 16:573 36; 39: 24:40; 41; 43; 
mr, 17:2 263) -B7; 28; 29; SO; 31; 13:33; 54; 35; 12:39: 
Mt. 24:44; 45; 46; 47; 48; 49; 50; 51; 25:1,6,10,11,12,13 
Lk. 12:40; 42; 43; 44; 465; 46°; 12:38 ,56; 13:24,26,27. 


A total of 246 verses for Matthew and 231 verses for Luke. 


Castor finds 252 verses of Q material in Matthew and 
£277 in Luke; and Crum finds 246 verses in Matthew and 231 verses 
in Luke. Harnack has 204 verses of Q material in Matthew end 
194 verses of Q material in inks.” 

An anelysis of these tables discloses that Harnack 
includes, and Castor omits, 17 verses in Matthew and 12 in 
Luke; and Harnack includes and Crum omits, 32 verses in Matthew 


and 28 in Luke. 


1l-Moffatt, Introduction, p. 200. 


rn 


So 


TABLE III. 


Harnack includes and Castor omits the 


Matthew: 3:5 
Seayo,10,15,42 
6113,28,23 
726,147 

LO2 75359 , 40 
12733 
19:28 
20:12 


Luke : 


TABLE IV. 


33 


following: 


14339 540 
sbGs fi 
2B. 

108 

229 

ak 

oe 
728,30 


Harnack includes and Crum omits the following: 


Matthew: 3:4 

6:9-13 
T27911,16,14,18 
S¢6=10,11,12,13 
9238 

10:15 

1158 

12:38 

@524522 515 523, 25 

B5:29 


Luke: 


6: 
7: 
om 

>2-4,9-15,16, 46,39 
LS 


9 
aa: 


13 
15 


Le 
13 


17,27,33, 40 
2510;20¢21 


26 


168,29 
14; 
74-7 
76 
726 


11,35 


Again, Castor includes and Harnack omits 47 verses 


in Matthew and 94 verses in Luke; and Crum includes and Harnack 


omits 75 verses in Matthew and 78 verses in Luke. 


TABLE V. 


Castor includes and Harnack omits the foliowing: 


Matthew: 6:54 
W221, ba, bo 
8:5-10,13 
9:53b 

10348 45,15 
11:2-11,16-19, 24 
12:24,26, 29 
L6i2b,o 
16:6,10;11,14 
20:6,15,28 

24;42 
25:19-28,14,15 


Luke: 


6% 
763562 
LO; 
756-9,15,18,21, 22, 48-50, 
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dk 


Le: 
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14: 


15 


i ig 
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1) 
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1280.4, 8.10 


53,54,41,43,1 
1b; 13 ),12;52735558-41. 
52,57,13,49,50, 54-56 
1-9, 20,23, 25-27 


250,28-33 

:8-10 
2,0,20-22, 25, 28-30 
211-28 


qnteation ods “—. 


“aes 


‘pakwolfot ait ésisie nurs: baz sebsfont 


O56, TS, 918 : eat bie>: 
a £8 * ua, Olad: : ; El“@ . = 
Ls —— _ : 2:t Gi et ve 7 ; if i 


~ 86 j08,3f,é1--, S35 
eS:ar 


v8.68: Sf 
ae iE: ai . @:IL 
Fah: SL 8S:Si 
a:T5 SS ,o5 Sf, 35 ,8:63 
oS: 8L e3:dS 


N#, Stina do#ntsk bas eeaiioni xovesd ,atega 
f Bas Webvicat mv oon ;eusAl ni eoatov SC bee Weds talll 
tind @2 aesvev eY bas wedtitall ci sestevy ¢3 sg iy 


oF uhh A? ‘ f 


ph bwo J fa at? aevigo tagczas Dns aehutont 
- 


Bh:@ tacked d6:2a: ion ay, 
Be, fo78 © - GS 83 ,Ci SEY 
of, a2, OBePEOL 81, bh-828 
6e-8b. Ss- S881 St .8<acil | 
7 E55, 12,23 58 | 6f,éf ie ot 


| :s ergs od 
aa eae eb. 


aearear sy: 8a, 01-al, chest it~) 9 a 


SLB eeAtia8 


TABLE VI. 


Crum includes and Harnack omits, the following: 


Matthew: 3:1,13,17 Luke: $:1,80,21, 28.37 
4:23 4:8 
5:7,14,15,17, 20-24, 27, 5:26 

28, 31- ~38 ety 43 6: 16-16 , 24,25 36,42. 
6:1-6 16-18, 34 45,49 
9752, 33, 24, 26 »29 7:39,80 
10:6, 6 tapes hie 14, 17,19, 8:1 
20, 23 BA 9:61 ,68 
11:14, 28-50 10:4,8-11,17-20,25- 28 
12:34,35 : 11:15, 18, 21, 28, 27 ,28 
18:6410514,19 12:11,12,35,36.49.50, 
£1:28-31, 32 54-56 
22:85, 39 13:51-33,25,27,1-9 
23:33 16:17 


£6:1,6,10-12 17:2,5,7,8, eOyel, eaeer 

eh. 22:24-26 

Obviously Castor end Harneck are in slightly closer 
agreement than are Crum and Harnack; and yet there is a marked 
difference between the three, Castor has 50 more verses of 
Q material in Matthew and 82 in Luke than has Harnack; snd Crum 
has 43 more verses of Q material in Matthew and 40 in Luke 
than has Harnack, The addition to the "heap of ruins" is 
considerable. When we compare Castor and Crum we find differ- 
ences just as great. 

TABLE VII. 


Castor includes and Crum omits the following: 


Matthew: 6:9-12 Luke: 4:8 a 
7:18,19,22, 7-11, 21-23, 6:27.33 
13,14 732-10 
S2belO:15,12,22 Lb: 1=13016, 26183 ee 
9:35b,38 39-45, 46, 52-54 
10:9,15 12:1b, 26,32, (37,38) 
11:5,24-27,12,13 13:25, 26,28, 20 
12:38 14:26, (26-85) ,86 
46.17.35 15:4-7 (8-10 
Aare 17:3,4,6, 22,25, 35, 36 
18:11 
23,4,6,13,15, 23, 26 
24:28, 42 ; 


25:14,15,19-29 
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TABLE VIII. 


Crum includes and Castor omits the following: 


Matthew: 3:1,5,13,17 Luke; 3:1,3,20-22 
4:23 5:26 * 
5:1,2,7,13-15,17,20-24, 6:13-16,24, 25,39 
27 ,28,31,33-38,41-43 7:29, 30 
6:1-6,16-18, 22, 23 8:1 
7:16,17,21 10:9,11,17,19, 20, 25,28 
8:5 11:28,33,47 
9:32,33,35 13:24,25,27,31-33 
10:2-4,23,40,17,19,20,30 15:11 
11:12-14, 25-20 | 19:23,24,27-29,31, 33 
12:34,35 22:24-26, 28,30 
13:16,17 
15:14 
-—~*48:319 
19:28 
21:28-31,32 
22:35-39 
23:33 
25:1,6,10-13 


Castor includes and Crum omits 64 verses of Q material 
in Matthew and 85 in Luke, and Crum includes and Castor omits 
89 verses in Matthew and 44 in Luke. The lack of agreement 
between Castor and Crum, therefore, is greater than that of 
either with Harnack, It is also interesting to notice that 
While Crum finds 25 more verses of @ material in Matthew than 
does Castor, the latter finds 41 more verses of Q material in 
Luke than does Crum. If we compare the results of Tables I 
and II and VII and VIII we find that in Crum's list of Q material 
there are 157 verses in Ifatthew and 187 verses in Luke which 
ere also included in Castor's list, and that in Castor's list 
of 2 material there are 168 verses in Matthew and 192 verses in 
Luke which are also included in Crum's list. Or, as far as 


the total number of verses is concerned, Castor has 11 more 
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verses in Matthew and 5 more verses in Luke than estat That 
two scholars, working independently ana Separated by @ space 
of ten years or more, should arrive at results which agree 
So closely, attests some degree of certainty in the reconstruc- 
tion of the @ document. These results may be compared with 
the work of Hawkins? who reduces the least possible constitu- 
ents of Q@ to about 256 verses in Matthew end about 225 in Luke. 
To make the present comparison more complete, we 
append Dr. Streeter's reconstruction of Q, It differs con- 
Siderably from that of Harnack, who assigns only 194 verses of 
Q material to Luke, while Streeter assigns 272 verses, But 
it varies less from the reconstructions of Castor and Crum, 
who heve 277 and 251 verses for Luke, respectively. 
TABLE IX, 
STREETER'S RECONSTRUCTION OF nan, 
Lk. 3:2-9, (10-14), 16-17, 21-22; 4:1-16a; 6:20-7:10; 
7:18-35; 9:(51-56), 57-60, (61,62); 10:2-16,(17-20) ,21-24; 
11:9-52; 12:la-12, 22-59; 13:18-35; 14:11,26-27,54-35; 
16:13,16-18; 17:1-6,20-37; 19:11-27. (Unbracketed verses 
2725) 
TABLE X. 


Harnack includes and Streeter omits the following: (following 
Luke only). 


Luke 6:17 
9:2 
11:2-4 
15:4-7 
£2:28,30 


T-Hawkins, OSSP, pp. 108ff. re 
2-Streeter, op. cit., pe 291. (Brackets indicate doubt.) 


= atthe 


tad? 20 malt ek at at $s 
a 5; : 


e082 4. 1c Ssdevsges bee ¥ sete aires. 
ete? Aoide ey iveer ta ort bioats enon: 
MAPA SSoTOs ott aL qialnris0 20. semged crow: siesta. “sete 
ie berepsor od.ysx stineee onvdt dasenoeh 8 ast Sei 
Eerteeeie eRitawoe teont ot aeouber Fes 
eae b O28 tuods Sau walteat ot avorey Ob# diode of 6 20 mi 
eee eran Rosi teamed tBosoTy eazy oisar of: 
eiibe @2sttis jl op to selfenttancnset g 4sfeoug2. +t 
Be: sca1sy efi vino ahytess oilw ,aoeetak to Jad? most Y | 
. 308 sSe@zoy <Té austees tateerts olidw ,eimt oF atxet “a | 
= giaK? Sup *tod2s9 t6 ano Lfoustadoue', ai? moxt saol meteay 
atisvitoeqas: , aint wh esarer [23 bas VTS orn | 
a : a Bier 3 
7 Pa = BOZTSQUETEGROUSE 2 eeTRsETS 


ae 


POLiN-0S:6- ;e3f-f2)  :S$8-i2 , ti-oL ron) 8-838 it 
MSHES, (08-0) ,82-5:01 $199,£3) ,03-"8 ,(d0-La):€  seBeaE: 
pOO-SS.Va-d8,fi:ai :AS-BL;HE 08-85. .S-ali8f jade@ste 
dees7 bedenls ards ) oNS=f£1:@L § :VG-08 ,3- Es FE ;Si-Gf €L: 3£ ai 
i | sv 4 
L Bia? | | . . 

Galo Lint }igstwoLiot sug at ime Terese ina oebslodt a5 ae [ 
» (Yfao, ettal co (8% 


EeBOr. a 
6905 steoiiani Sieddarwk) (Fes Po 


37 


TABLE XI. 
Btreeter includes and Harnack omits the following: 
Luke: 3:2-6, (10-14), 21-22 
4:14-l6a 
6324-26, 34-35a, 45 
7329-30 
9:(51-56), (61-62) 
10:4,7a,8,10, (17-20), 23a 
11:15,18, 21-22, 27-28, 36-38, 40-41, 43,45 
12:18,11-12,52,35-38,44,47-50,52,54-57 
13 322-23,25,27,350-33 
1732,5,20-22, 25, 28-32, 56 
19311=-25,27 
h. QMt and QLk. 

Dr. Carl 5. Patton has approached the Synoptic Problem 
in @ some wha t different manner than Professor Castor and ir, Crum. 
He adopts a modified form of the theory qt and qe’, He reasons 
that many passages are closely Similar yet heve differences too 
great to be accounted for upon the hypothesis of a differentiated 
Qe He, therefore, proposes & theory of two recensions of Q, 
which has the advantage of preserving some sections for Q with- 
out the disadvantage of ascribing to the evangelists, especially 
Luke, a wholly unwarrantable amount of re-working. ~ Dr. Patton's 
research yields the result of about 190 Q verses in Matthew, 
peralleled by about 180 Q verses in Luke .° Of these 98 in 
Matthew and 94 in Luke ere ascribed simply to %. By his theory. 
of two recensions he does not mesn that Matthew and Luke both 


had a document @, and in addition Matthew had a document Qt 
gna Luke another document QLk; but merely that Matthew and Luke 
1-See Harnack, The Sayings of Jesus, pp. 112-17, 185. 


2-Patton, op. cit., De 2&7. 
S-Ibid., pe. 163. 
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hed two recensions of Q, each of which had passed through a 
history of its own and had become in many ways differentiated 
from the other; and that in certain parts of each recension 
such differentiation had not occured so that these sections 

of the two recensions may still be referred to under the symbol 
Q. Of the two recensions, therefore, so far as these reappear 
in paraliels in Matthew and Luke, about half in each difters 

so widely from the sam half in the ether that it is altogether 
unreasomable to attribute the difference to either, or both, 

of the evangelists. This material in the two Gospels cannot 
be assigned to two separate versions because the likeness is 
such as to indicate not merely an oral but a literary relation; 
and it is of the same general character as that which is assign- 
ed directly to Q. Furthermore, the material assigned to Qt 
and QLk is usually, in one gospel or the other or in both, closely 
mingled with the Q2 material. 2iit, therefore, is used by Dr. 
Patton as a symbol for the copy of 2 used by ifatthew, and QLk 

is the symbol for the copy of Q used by luke.” Dr. Patton 
assumes that two translations were made from two texts of the 
original Aramaic Q, which contained a few divergences or cor- 
ruptions.” In about half of the matter in which Matthew and 
Luke agree no substantial differences had crept in despite the 
fact of two Greek translations from Aramaic copies; but half 
T-0f, Stephenson, "The Overlapping of Sources", JIS, XXI, No. 82, 
ee op. cit., pp. 163ff. 


j i the same 
3-Harnack, op. cit., p. 115. He assumes "that one and 
Greek translation of an Aramaic original lies behind the two 


Gospels...". 
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of the matter, also, shows deviations too great to be ascribed 
to Matthew and Luke. The theory of QMt and QLk gives needed 
explanation of these differences and deviations. if abiothe 
matter common to Matthew and Luke were identical, or nearly 
so, there would be no need for this theory; and if it were all 
as dissimilar as half of it is, there would be no need for the 
Q hypothesis. Thus Dr. Patton concludes that "the distinction 
between Matthew's and Luke's See ie cone of Q best accounts alike 
for the agreement and the divergences, "1 

The difference between the position reached by Dr. 
Patton eet that reached by Harnack and Hawkins is, according 
to Dr. Patton, "that these two scholars cannot be justified in 
ascribing such wide divergences to the literary activity of the 
evangelists themselves, and that they have hampered themselves 
by not taking advantage of the fact of the recensions, as guar- 
anteed to us by the translation variants." On this theory 
QMt and QLk represent deviations from, or additions to, an 
original Q;° and most of the secondary traits, and the most 
unmistakable of them, are found in the additions to and the 
deviations from the Q tradition in QMt and Qlk.* A closer 
study of particular sections supports this view, as for instance, 
the Lord's Prayer. Dr. Patton, therefore, assigns practically | 
all secondary traits not to the original Q but to QMt or QLk.? 
T-Patton, op. cit., pp. 164-5. 
2-Ibid., p. 165. 
S-Ibid., p. 2350. 


A-Ibid., pp. 230-1. 
5-Ibid., Pe BOO0s 
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Most scholars limit Q Strictly to the sections of 
Matthew and Luke in which the correspondents are extremely close 
and leave the remainder of the unidentified traditions to other 
sources, This procedure ignores much material in the single 
tradition which is extremely similar to the Q material and often 
stands, in one or both Gospels, in closest connection with it. 
"The assumption of QIft and QLk, going back to two different 
translations, from different copies Pp the Aramaic original, 
and undergoing the process of alteration and accretion in differ- 
ent surroundings before falling into the hands of Matthew and 
fuke, best accounts for the agreements, the divergences, and 
the peculiar but strongly similar material." Dr. Patton's 
reasons for assigning unduplicated sections to QMt ami QLk, in- 
Stead of assigning hiae to special and undeterminec sources, is 
that “these sections stand more or less closely connected with 
Q material...are strongly similar to the other Q matter in form 
and idea, and equally different in form and feeling from the 
passages assigned to special sources. They consist...of short 
parables of the undoubted Q type...whereas the special source 
or sources consist of narratives...and of story-parables like 
the Prodigal Son, the Lost Coin, the Good Samaritan......"* 

By this theory a larger amount of Q material may be 
recovered from Matthew and Luke than otherwise would be possible. 


I-Patton, op. cit., pe 219. 
@-Ibid., pe 200 
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Dr, Patton's compilation yields 283 verses for Matthew and 255 


verses for Luke ,+ of which 16 verses in Matthew and 17 in Luke 


have been added to Q because of its @lose correspondence to Q 


eZ 
material in Mark, 


The recension used by Mt contained about 267 verses, 
or parts of verses. 98 of these, being closely 
parallel to Luke, are assigned to Q; 89 verses, par- 
alled in Lk but with divergences such as to indicate 
a different wording in the source used by Mt and Lk, 
and 80 verses without any paraliels in Lk, are as- 
signed to QMt. 

In the same manner, out of 238 verses, or parts 
of verses, contained in the recension used by Lk, 
94 (closely paralieled in Mt) are assigned to Q; 81 
verses, paralleled in Mt but with such differences 
as to suggest different wording in the source, and 
63 verses peculiar to Lk, are assigned to QLk.2 


Streeter and Wernle both assign more verses to Q than does Dr. 
Patton.4 Dr. Patton's 283 verses for Matthew is 51 more verses 
than Castor and 27 more verses than Crum; and his 255 for Luke 
is 22 verses less than Castor and 24 more than Crum.5 He sums 
up the case for the theory of the two recensions as follows: 


"Thus far we may claim that the facts of two hundred 
and sixty-seven verses in one source against two 
hundred and thirty-eight in the other, minety-eight 
in one extremely close in wording (with many verses 
absolutely identical) to ninety-four in the other, 
and eighty verses in one against sixty-three in the 
other, unduplicated, but strongly suggesting by form 
and content their relationship with the rest, do not 
throw any discredit upon the assumption of two re- 
censions (translations) of one document, but are what 
would be expected. If the date for the original Q 
is to be set as early as the year 60, or even earlier, 
and its use by Matthew and Luke be put as late as 85 
to 95, the divergences between Matthew's and Luke's 
recensions will be further justified." 


T-Patton, op. cit., pp. 16%, 218, 245. 

2-See pp. 45,46 of this paper. 

3-Patton, op. cit., pe. “18. 

4-Ibid., Cf. pp. 244-5. 

5-See Tables 1 and II, pp. 29,50 of this paper. 
6-Patton, op. cite, Pe. BQO « 
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i. Did Mark use Q? 


Whether Mark used Q, or 5S, is still an unsettled 
question. Wellhausen has affirmed that mutual independence 
of Q and Mark is "not to be thought of" ana that ae priority 
is on the side of Mark, + Harnack, however, while recogniz- 
ing an indirect literary relationship between 9 and Mark, 
concludes that Q is not dependent on Mark.* Professor Castor. 
remarks that Harnack has completely senuvee Wellhausen's 
argument that Q is dependent on Mark, in the instance of Mark 


6.8-11;° and he concludes, with Harnack, that Mark was not 


aRbentciit on q.* But Professor Kirsopp Lake thinks "that 
Wellhausen certainly has the better of Harnack on this point," 
although he himself favors the view that Q did not affect 
Mark,--or at least its influence on Mark was small.° Accord- 


ing to Professor Bacon, however, most critics hold that Mark 


6 


himself has drawn from 5S. This scholar maintains that Mark 


"has used the ancient common source of Matthew and Luke (Q) 


to embellish and supplement an earlier and simpler narrative."! 


He is quite certain that Mark used the Second Source, was ac~ 
quainted with the double-tradition material, and made system- 


atic use of the Special Source in Luke. The question immecdi- 


T-Quoted by Harnack, op. cit., pp. 195f. 
2-Harnack, op. cite, Ppp. 193-226. 
3-Castor, op. Cite, Pe 195. 
4-Ibid. 9 ® 204-6. : ae ; 
5-Lake, State "Mhe Problem of Christian Origins", HThk, 
XV (January 1922), 110. : 7 
6-Bacon, They Story of Jesus, pe 174; The Gospel of Mark, p. 317. 
%-Bacon, The Gospel of ilark, Pp. 152; The Story o esus, Pp. 
a7 2ff. 
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ately arises why Mark, if he used the Second Source at all, 


did not use it more, Professor Bacon is sure "that he did not 


omit such material as the Lord's Prayer because he did not know 
Lt. The omissions are not from ignorance, but from design... 
The reason why so little of S appears in Mark is because his aim 
was different, and the Source did not impose itself upon him by 
any special Standing or authority...he adapts the material to an 
application of his own, giving it often a quite different sense,"1 
Dr. Streeter apparently rejects the theory "that Mark knew and 
made abstracts from Q;" and he finds it difficult to suppose 
"that Q lay before Mark in a written form."“ He finds the evi- 
dence directly against the view that Mark used Q, and accounts 
for the general superiority of the Q version by assuming that 

"Q was a document of very early date and represents a peculiar- 
ly authentic tradition."° All Dr. Streeter is willing to 

grant is that the source or sources of the non-Markan material 
common to Matthew and Luke"...whatever its (or their) exact 
nature or extent, or in whatever form or forms it lay before 
them respectively...contains certain items which also appear 


in Mark but in a different version."* It is rather difficult 


1-Bacon, The Story of Jesse, Pe aye. 

2-Streeter, op. cit., p. 187. 

S-Ibid., De pe: see also De 164.) cra : ‘4 x 

4-Ibid., pe 201. (Por an accurate and telling criticism of 
Streeter's substitution of a #our-Document theory for a Two~ 
Document theory (Q and Mark) see Moffatt, "The Four Gospels", 
HJ, XXIII (April 1925), 562-4. He believes that “no author- 
ized edition of Q was possible. Toward the end of the century 
it may have circulated in almost as many versions as there 
were churches or accredited teachers." See also Scott, op. cit., 
RP. 151. 
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to understand what Dr, Streeter has in mind, for in an earlier 
work? he seems to favor the view "that Mark had knowledge of 
and made extracts from Q," snd observes that these extracts are 
frequently somewhat inexact and suggest quotations from memory 
from & well-knovm authority rather than transcriptions of a 
document actually before the author. In his most recent work* 
he warns us against the danger of conceiving Q as a fixed docu- 
ment and indicates that Mark must wave known it in a brief in- 
choate form. But Professor Scott accuses Dr. Streeter of 
neglecting his own warning in that he seems "to attribute a 
Perinite order and content to the @ which lies behind Matthew 
and Luke",® seott prefers the hypothesis that Q was always 

in the making and never arrived at a definite form. 

Dr. Patton assumes that Mark used Q in a simple, 
primary, and doubtless less extended form than any recension 
such as Qit and QLk. No material in Q suggests a date later 
than Mark, and therefore "the assumption tiat Mark used Q may 
be permitted to stand,"° Dr. Patton uses this hypothesis to 
good advantage in his reconstruction of Q, for he traces about 
fifty verses in Mark to @ This Q material in Mark yields 
sixteen verses of new Q material for Matthew and seventeen 
for Luke. It does not seem probable that Mark and Q should 
have fifty verses in common without any literary relationship, 
T-Streeter, OSSP, pp. 141-229, especially 166fr. 
2-Streeter, The Four Gospels, pp. 18eff, 

S-Scott, op. Cite, Pe 151. 


5-Patton, op. cits, pp. 256-48. 
4-Scott, op. cit. Pp. 151. 
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although such literary relationship "eannot in a strict sense. 
be 'proved'", "Such relationship being assumed, the depend- 
ence is on the side of Merk ,"* The following table gives 


the contents for Q material in Mark as arranged by Dr. Patton:© 


cz en a Ee Re 


‘g 7- 8 Messianic announcement of the Baptist 
I 12-15 The temptation 

eae 22-29 The Beelzebul controversy 

IV a1 The light and the bushel 

IV 22 Things hidden and revealed 

IV 24 With what measure (about judging) 

IV 25 Whoever has, to him shall be given 

IV 50-32 Parable of the ifustard Seed 

VI . Ymll ilission of the Twelve, what to take, conduct 

; by the way, if any place does not receive you 
o> VLiIL 12 A sign refused 
VIil 44,38 Conditions of discipleship 

IX 42 About offenses 

Ix 49-50 Salt is good. If the salt has lat, etc. 
x 11-12 About divorce 
x 31 First last and lest first 
x 43-44 Whoso would be great among you 

Al 23 About faith 

XII 48-40 Against Pharisaisn 

SLEL 43 Take no thot what ye shali say. 


These results are corroborated in part by Professor 
Easton, who cites a number of cases in which Mark "is clearly 
dependent on Q's form..." (Mark 1:2-4, 7-8; 2:1-12; 4:21-c5; 
6:7-13,32-44.)° 

The assumption that Mark used Q will affect the theory 
of doubly attested nee According to this view, certain 


verses, or parts of verses, have been accorded special authen- 


l-Patton, op. Cit., De 248, For a contrary view see Lummis, 


op. cit., pELOLite 
2-Patton, Ag eee pe 246. (Cf Streeter, The Four Gospels, 


PickOl,) ,. 
S-Easton, op. Cit., De XXlle 
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ticity because Q and Mark appear to report the same saying.” 
That is, certain sayings found in both Mark and Q have been 
regarded as independent transmissions of one original utter- 
ance. Now, by comparing Burkitt's list of doubly attested 
sayings” With the Q material in Mark as arranged by Dr. Patton 
we discover that thirty-six of the verses listed by Burkitt 
are also contained in Dr. Patton's list. the assumption that 
Mark used Q, therefore, eliminates the theory of doubly attest- 
ed sayings. 

je. the manner in which Matthew and Luke have used Q. 

| The manner in which Matthew and Luke have employed 

Q@ is quite obvious. Castor, following Wernle, concludes 
that Luke has made many insertions into the Q material;° this 
practice of inserting additional material into Qg is most 
characteristic of the vhird Evangelist. It is generally 
agreed that Matthew regularly, and Luke occasionally, con- : 
flates Mark and a.* Streeter observes that "when the same 
saying occurs in both Mark and q, Luke commonly accepts the 
Q@ version and ignores Mark's; Matthew, on the other hand, 
usually conflates Mark and Q though with a tendency to ab- 


5 


breviate.” "Matthew's habit of conflating the actual 


language of parallel sources compels us to formulate a new 


principle of Synoptic criticism. Whenever parallel passages 


1-Burkitt, Ope GA 04.4 Pe 147% 

pr lLbids, Dpe 148-66. 186 

5-C ; to ’ ODe Cite, ® Ue : «ar Q-« 

feces ap. eit, p. 305; Bacon, She Gospel of Mark, p. #42; . 
Castor, op. cit., Pp. 57ff. wees 

5-Streeter, Ope Ci 6:3 PPe VS7iz, B46 
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of Matihew and Luke exhibit marked divergence, additional modi- 
‘fication of 2 is a_less probable explanation of the conflatio 
of @ by Matthew with the language of a parallel version,"+ 

Theat Luke blends the Q material with material from other sources, 
While Matthew inserts it in blocks, is a fact familiar to all 
students of the synoptic problem. Perhaps the best single 
illustration of this is the six verses assigned by Hawkins and 
Harnack to Q in the Sermon on the Mount, peralleled by @ material 
in luke "but of this Q material in Luke more than helf is scatter- 
ec about in different chapters, in marked contrast to its con- 
centrati on in Matthew."* Patton holds that Q has been follow- 
ed with very much greater fidelity than Mark by both Matthew 

and Luke.” He disagrees with Sir John Hawkins when the latter 
says that "Matthew and Luke need not be expected to adhere more 
closely to Q than they do to ifark. For in the sayings of Jesus 
which they find in Mark, Matthew and Luke do generally adhere 
very closely. It is in the narrative portions of Mark that 


4 Of course, no scholar 


they permit themselves liberties..." 
assumes that all of Q is reproduced in either Matthew or Luke. 
Studies of the use made of Mark by Matthew and Luke, respective- 
ly, yield the inference that Matthew has omitted less of the 

Q material that lay before him than has Luke. Luke, further- 


more, had at his disposal a larger number of sources than 


l-Streeter, op. Cite, DP. 249. 
2-Patton, op. cit., pe 119. 
S-Ibid., p. 164. 

4-ibid. 
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Matthew. Luke's Q was probably different in some of its con- 


tents, and was also briefer than Matthew's.1 There hes been 


considerable discussion as to which gospel retains most close- 
ly the original order of Q@. It is now generally conceded 
that Luke more nearly than Matthew reproduces the order of 
@. This subject will receive additional treatment in the 
next section. 
SECTION Ill: HE THREE GOSPELS 

1. The Gospel of Mark. 

a. Order. 

| Ever since the discovery that Mark was the earliest 

gospel it usually has been looked upon as preserving better 
than the Gospels of Matthew and Luke the original order of 
events of the gospel story. We have previously discussed 


the testimony of Papies.” Bacon“ 


suggests that the Elder 

hed no written standard in mind, whereas Papies undoubtedly 
has reference to some written standard. He rejects the view 
of Wernle and Moffatt that Papias' standard of "order" may 
have been the Johannine, and adopts the older view that Papias 
regarded "Matthew as supplying the true, apostolic, and author- 
itative order of events in gospel narrative, departure from 
which must be explained, as in the case of Peter, 'who uttered 
his teachings as occasion required, and not as one who is en- 
T-Patton, op. cit., pp. 218f. 


i £ Pp j LLOTLy 
2-Castor, op. cit., PP. 153ff; Patton, Ope elie, Pp. ; 
Bacon, "The New veevenent Method of Differences", HJ, XXIII 


(April 1925), 443. 
3-See pp. lOff. of this paper. 


4-pacon, The Gospel of Mark, pp. 40-56. 
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gaged in making @ compend of the Lord's discourses’, This 


literary work Papias ascribes to Matthew." (In this, of course 


he was mistaken.) Papies probably assumes the Elder to mean 
the Lukan type of "order", the chronological of a diegesis. 
Whether or not the Elder himself had chronological order in 
view we do not know. But to his mind Mark's Gospel lacked 
taxis. He evidently considered Mark a "miscellany". Bacon 
thinks that although Mark is not chronological, yet its order 
is the most dependable, Mark has not the taxis of Matthew 
and Luke. It was composed with a view to homiletic edifica- 
tion; and its anecdotes are arranged primarily in this in- 
terest (including apologetic) and only secondarily in the in- 
terest of biography or history. The assumption of Irenaeus 
that the lack of order was due to the "departure" of Peter 
and Paul, is no longer tenable. 

Our views regarding Mark are due for considerable 
change. Two German scholars have attacked the reliability of 
Mark as regards the order of Sauda 4 Professor Schmidt holds 
that the order of Mark does not "merit the confidence that of 
late scholars have been inclined to give it."* Mark's order 
is artificial, for his materials were not capable of chrono- 
logical and geographic arrangement; and his work is comparable 
T-Cadbury, Henry J., "Between Jesus and the Gospels", HThR, 

XVI (January 1923), 81-92; a Review of Schmidt's, K.L., 


pook Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu, 1919; and Bultmann's,R., 
Die Geschichte der Synoptischen Tradition, 1921; and Dibelius, 


M., Die Form eschichte des Hvangeliums, 1919. 
2-Ibid., p. 04 (quoting Professor Cadbury. ) 
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to that of the Fourth Evangelist. Matthew and Luke, in chang- 
ing the order of Mark, do not disarrange a good chronology but 
"merely create a new and equally arbitrary one." This scholar 
concludes that "no real chronology is available anywhere. "+ 

It is an error to conclude that Mark, being the oldest Gospel, 
"has in every respect historical worth superior to that of the 
other gospels."* Professor Bultmann reminds us that gospel 
matter has a history, and that “even eye witnesses must exer- 
cise a considerable selective and editorial function if they 
are to record contemporary facts, while each later stage of 
transmission increases the complexity of the process. In the 
case of the Gospels the material was subjected to a rapid 
series of varied developments. The task of the evangelist 

was not merely that of a scribe: he had to select and arrange 
material from the most diverse sources."° One needs, there- 
fore, to avoid the fallacy of laying too much emphasis on the 
present order or arrangement of the sayings and incidents now 
collected in our Gospels. Schmidt and Bultmann concur in 

this view. Moreover, "the order of the Sayings of Jesus is 

as arbitrary as the order of the incidents." 

We doubt whether further research will ever be able 
to restore the original order of the events in the life of 
Jesus with any degree of completeness and certainty; yet it 
does no harm to hope. 


1-Cadbury, op. cit., DP. 84. 


a a ee 
2-Ibid. 
B-ibid., pp. Sbf. 
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b. Language. 


There is reasonable certainty as to the original 
language of eR Its expressions of things Jewish and 
Oriental were authentic parts of the original work. As Pro- 
fessor Bacon and others have shown, our present Mark is not a 
translation from Aramaic, although it is tinged with a strong 
Aramaic coloration..."biblicism."* In two instances lark ex- 
plains Greek by Latin.® Mark carries on its face "the marks 
of piecing together of older written material...Most of this 
material, if not all, can be proved to have been translated 


from the Aramaic."* 


"The compiler of Mark", writes Bacon, 
"was almost certainly a converted Jew to whom Aramaic was 
familiar from childhood, whereas Greek, while at least equally 
familiar, was known in the same colloquial semi-barbarous form 
that it assumes in a slightly later Roman-Christian writing 


nd The composer may have had a superficial know- 


of Hermas. 
ledge of Aramaic and have been able to translate it for his 
readers! benefit but has no such mastery of the language as 
would have a native or long resident of Jerusalem. Thus Bacon 
rejects utterly "the Aramaic-origin theory" as related to 
Mark," "Mark used Q in its Greek forme"! ' That the evan- 
gelist could not have been 4 mere translator of an Aramaic 


T-Bacon, 1s Mark a Roman Gospel’, Pp. 48-56, (quoting Swete and 
Zahn); The Gospel of Mark, pp. 138, 209-16. 


2-Bacon, is Mark A Roman Gospel?, pp. 52ff. (Am elsewhere). 
S-Ibid., pe 54 (after Zahn). 


4-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, p. 138. 
6-Ipid,, ps 209. 
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work is seen in the fact that his Scripture quotations, apart 
from certain rare exceptions, which are probably not his own, 
are uniformly based on the LXX text, In some cases only the 
LXX rendering makes them applicable. It is highly improbable 
that "in upwards of seventy instances of quotations, usually 
without any indication of dependence, he should have turned 
to the original and carefully adjusted his translation to the 
wording of the Lxx,"t 

ec. Authorship. 

It is doubtful whether any critic of note now holds 
that Mark is the work of Paul's travel companion. The Elder's 
testimony gives a correct description of Mark---a miscellany 
of sayings and doings of the Lord collected from reminiscences 
of Peter. It is not from the hand nor directly from the mouth 
of an sedateue This Gospel was then, as now, probably ascrib- 
ed to Mark and perhaps bore the title by which it is known to 
Justin (contemporary of Papias) of "Reminiscences of Peter."° 
Against the theory of apostolic authorship are the following: 
evidence of animosity toward the group at Jerusalem; lack of 
knowledge of Jewish history, customs, and historical geography. 
So the expression “according to" (Kata) must be taken, not in 
the stricter, but in the looser sense, "This Gospel repre- 
sents the story of Peter, not as recorded, but as_it used to 


be preached, by Mark." Papias was undoubtedly correct in 


I-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, p. 2ll. 
ZeIbid., pe 295. 

3-Ibid. 

4-Ibid., pe S07. 
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his estimate that the collection, translation, and editing of 
these Petrine reminiscences of the sayings and doings of the 


Lord was done "carefully" so as to omit nothing that Mark would 


have included and to set down nothing ree 


"The evangelist incorporates as his chief dependence 
material which should be calied deutero-Petrine 
rather than Petrine. The work is an elaborate com- 
pilation from written sources originally Aramaic, by 
a compiler somewhat remote from the scenes, events, 
and persons described...Some scenes bear the impress 
of first-hand report, in all probability that of 
Peter. But the Gospel consists of a compilation 

of earlier documents. Such is the most convincing 
result of the recent studies of its "Translation 
Greek,' to say nothing of previous source analysis."* 


Wendling's theory of three different writers for our 
Gospel of Mark has been discussed by Dr. Patton, who rejects 
ueae Wendling claims to find evidence of three distinct strands 
of narrative in Mark, each the product of a different writer, 
Whom he designates 111, MZ, and Ev. Dr. Patton does not deny 
the existence of an earlier and a later tradition in the Gospel; 
but he applies the test of vocabulary to the sections in ques- 
tion, employing Hawkin's list” of forty-one words which the 
latter regards as characteristic of Mark, and finds practically 
no evidence of distinct vocabularies. He therefore concludes 
that Wendling's assumption "shows a lack of proof where proof 
would be most easily found and most convincing,"9 
[-pacon, Ihe Gospel of Mark, pe 307. 
2-Ibid., pp. 510-11, 5266 


3-Patton, op. cite, DP. 74-87. 


4-Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, Pp. 12-13. 
5-Patton, op. cit., D- 87. 
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d. Historical accuracy. 


The discussion immediately preceding may appear to 
discredit the historical accuracy of Mark. This is to be 
expected. We can no longer assume that Mark had recourse to 
primitive tradition. For instance, Mark 4.1-34 is consider- 
ably removed from primitive tradition. It presupposes both 
Q and Paul.+ That Mark is of doubtful historical accuracy 
is seen in the fact of its "wide divergence from the Special 
Sources of Luke", in "its apparent dependence, and (in most 


cases inferior) historicity"” 


to this Source. The following 
will serve as instances of some Markan material not authentic, 
which Bacon thinks are lacking in authentication by any out- 
side witness, and in some cases (especially the last) any 


evidence of Markan composition on the basis of Lukan source 


material:° 

14,.12-16 Account of the Preparation of the Passover 
14. 7-21 Prediction of Betrayal 

14.28 Manifestation in Galilee 


14,.53f,55-65 The Trial Scene 
Dr. Streeter holds contrary views. "Mark and Luke 


are more to be relied upon than Matthew; and where lark and 


wt 


Luke conflict Mark is more often to be followed. In view 


of the conelusions of Professors Schnidt and Bultmann, and in 


view of the recognized scholarship of Professor Bacon, Streeter's 


- 1 Mark, pe 144. For a judicious criticism 

: Sete onte eoepe ton see 9 "The New Criticism of the Gospels," 
HThR, XIX (April 1926), 143-63, particularly 159-61. 

2-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, p. 176. 

S-lbid., Pe L706 

4-Streeter, op. cit., Pe. 270. 
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view does not compel immediate acceptance. The authenticity 
of historical detail in Mark is a matter of serious doubt at 
many points, which necessitates a re-evaluation of it from the 
point of view of its apologetic purpose. If Mark is of his- 
torical superiority to Matthew and Luke, how are we to account 
for the disesteem into which it fell in the early centuries? 
Bacon, = following Sanday,” writes: 


"In Papias' time the Gospel of Mark, main dependence 
as it had been of our first and third evangelists, 

had sunk so low in popular esteem as to be seldom 
quoted...Three centuries later Victor of Antioch 
could not discover a single commentary on Mark, though 
he knew of many on Matthew and John, and a few on Luke. 
The very form in which Mark reaches us is a token of 
this disesteen, Had its original form been accept- 
able the second century would hardly have allowed it 
to circulate in a mutilated edition, either wholly 
without an ending, or supplied with one manufactured 
for the purpose, or compiled out of other Gospels." 


He, therefore, who hopes to reconstruct a historical 
"life" of Jesus from the Gospel of Mark labors in vain. For 
many years the Fourth Gospel has passed as the least reliable 
from the historical point of view and now the Gospel of Mark 
is put in a class with it. The Gospel of Mark is essentially 
not different from the Gospel of John in one respect: "It is 
the Gospel about Jesus, not the Gospel which Jesus preached.° 
They are one in purpose ,---"to preach Jesus, not to continue 
his message." Q, on the other hand, was not a Gospel concern- 
ing Jesus but the perpetuation of his teaching. * 
T-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, De 27, 


2- We, OSSP, pe 2d. | 
Sues bp. Cit. , + 109, reviewing the work of Johannes Weiss 


(in his Urchristentum) and the works af Bdward Meyer and 
Urchristenvum 
Schutz. 
4-Ibid. 
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e. The lost Ending of Mark, 


Various theories have been proposed to account for 


the incompleteness of Mark, Was the original ending lost? Was 


it removed with a definite purpose? Or is the present ending 
a deliberate substitution for it? Streeter argues that the 

end of Mark was missing in a copy of the Gospel used by Matthew 
and Luke, basing his conclusions upon Matthew's failure to men- 


tion Peter and because lIlatthew's narrative "becomes exception- 


ally vague at the exact point where the authentic text of Mark 


now ends," 


Luke, we note, brings out the appearance of Jesus 
to Peter (luke 24.34) but does not give details. Streeter con- 
cludes, therefore, "either Mark did not live to finish his Gospel 
2eeeeat Rome in Nero's reign this might easily happen...or that 
the end of the Gospel was already lost when it was used by 
Matthew and Iuke."* In either case, the evangelists did not 
have the endings added later. He ventures the "scientific 
guess" "that the lost end of Mark contained the Appearance to 
Mary llagdalene followed by one to Peter and others when fish- 
ing on the Lake of Galilee, and that John derived his version 
of these incidents from the lost conclusion of Mark. "? The 
longer conclusion was added in Rome. (We shall probably never 
know any more about it than this:). 


Bacon argues that the "original ending of Mark was 


1-Streeter, op. Cit., De 344. 
e-lbid. 
S-Ibid., pe 351. 
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‘really improved' out of existence," He considers the record 


of I Corinthians 15,1-11 the truly apostolie one; but the course 
of "improvement" unfortunately did not lead back to this, but 


forward to the Matthew. We quote him at length: 


"The disappearance of the original Ending forms 
part of the protracted story of adjustment between 
two conflicting streams of tradition both of which 

Mark had attempted to combine. The disruptive force 
came from inside, In respect to the time and place 
of Peter's vision of the risen Christ Mark retains 
traces of a better tradition than Luke. But in Luke 
there are traces of a tradition which is superior to 
Mark as respects Peter's isolation from the rest when 
he 'turned again,' The Special Source of Luke also 
introduces a new factor, the story of the Women at 
the. Sepulchre, whose historical value is hard to ap- 
praise since it is unknown to, or ignored by, Paul. 
The vain attempt of Mark to bring this new factor 
into harmony with his story of an appearance to Peter 
‘and those who were with him' in Galilee (a fusion 
into one event of the two appearances reported by 
Paul: 'to Peter, then to the Twelve') is responsible 
for the present condition of the Ending of his Gospel. 
For the blank space left by Codex Vaticanus after 
Mark 16.8 is due to the scribe's inability to choose 
between alternates: one (the so-called Shorter Ending) 
which followed the Galilean (Matthean) tradition, the 
other the Longer Ending, which followed the Jerusalem 
(Lukan) tradition. The Jerusalem tradition (in the 
form adopted by Luke} is itself composite, whether this 
be due to compilation by our canonical evangelist, or 
(more probably) to his use of a Special Source already 
blended of two elements, A and B, or else an early 
source (A) expanded by the interweaving of later ele- 
ments (B). Of these two elements the earlier, A, is 
known to Mark, who had taken from it the story of the 
Women at the Sepulchre without regard for its connec- 
tion. B is unknown to Mark, perhaps itself dependent 
on Mark."* 


i-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, p. 191. 
2-lbid., De 2006 
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&. The Gospel of Matthew. 

a. Language. Sources, 

Agreement is pretty general that Matthew is neither 

the transletion of an Aramaic document nor composed by an Apostle, 
It cannot be identified with the translation of the Logia-source 
mentioned by Papias. But the large amount of discourse-material 
Which ifatthew incorporated with Mark has lead to an identifica- 
tion of this special source with the iMatthaean Logia of Papias.~ 
Harneck considers it very probable that Papias has our Matthew 
in mind but thinks it doubtful, however, that the Elder meant 
our Matthew. © Bacon, as we have previously noted, maintains 
that the Logia of Matthew was written in Greek; but Scott holds 
its language to have been Aremaic.° Dr. Streeter has posited 
‘sources for Matthew additional to those accepted by most scholers, 
according to which Matthew goes back to at least two sources be- 
Sides Mark. He assigns "to Jlatthew's Third Source all discourse 
peculiar to Matthew and also that part of the material usually 
assigned to Q which differs so much from its Lukan parallels 
as to have suggested the neec from the QMt hypothesis; retain- 
ing Q as the name of the source of the close parallels only."* 
This source he designated Ii. Streeter, in view of evidence 
which he submits, thinks it is "clear that Matthew made use of 
a cycle of traditions of a distinctly Judaistic bias which to 


=~] Introduction, p. 194. : 
eects. Op. Cite, Pe 248. For a contrary view see Bacon, 


The Gospel of llark, p. 26; Is Mark a Roman Gospel’, p. le. 
3-Scot., B.F., Ethical Teachings of Jesus, Pe &. 
4-Streeter, ope cit., Pe. ES 
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Some extent ran parallel to the cycles preserved in Mark, in Q, 
and in Luke...that Matthew made use of a source or sources which 
Were in some respects parallel to Q and Luke" he regards "as 
proved..." In our view, this theory accomplishes but very 
little. He, however, finds in his Four-Document hypothesis 
not only "a extremely simple explanation of all the difficulties 
which the Two-Document hypothesis cannot meet, but also reflects 
far better the historical situation in the primitive church. "* 
Dr. Streeter's theory is in many respects attractive, but it 

is not convincing. He claims that the result of this theory 
"is wire udteticlly to broaden the basis of evidence for the 
authentic teaching of Christ." No less a critic than Pro- 
fessor Moffatt, however, denies this result.” He points out 
two serious objections to Streeter's Four-Document hypothesis: 
(1) Its hypothesis of Q is too complicated, "It involves a 
certain amount of romantic speculation,"--~Luke writes notes 

for L for two years while at Caesarea with Paul. Then he re- 
vised and enlarged his work after coming across Mark. L was 
written when he knew only "One speculation requires an- 
other to buttress it." He proposes the theory that Mark was 
mutilated between 6.47 and 8.27 to account for L omitting Mark 
at this point. (2) Dr. Streeter's Four-Document hypothesis 
does not really bear out its recommendation, viz., that we 
T-Streeter, op. cit., pp. #60-1. 

2-Ibid., pe. £69. 


al ° e 269-70. : a 
Heit. tone Four Gospels", Hd, XXIII (April 1925) ,562-4. 
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thus get a better historical tradition. "For the basis of what 
is usually regarded as Q@ is not less than the basis for M and 
Lon this theory, and the various special sources posited for 
Matthew and Luke are not inferior necessarily to those demanded 
by this theory." The teackaxet evidence for the authentic 
teachings of Christ" is broadened only "by multiplying two by 
two." Moffatt does not think Streeter's view of Luke is better 
than the similar ones prepared by Spitta and Bernard Weiss. 

b. The mutual independent of Matthew and Luke. Their 
use of Mark and Q. 

| It is generally held that Matthew and Luke are in- 

dependent each of the other,> and that either was not acquaint- 
ed with the other. Streeter disagrees, holding to the view 
that Luke made use of Mark and of Matthew concurrently; and 
that the Mark and Matthew on which Luke wor ked were substanti- 
ally the works that we have before Per In their use of Mark 
the following may be held with a high degree of certainty: 
both generally follow the order of llark, practically never con- 
curring in forsaking it; Matthew is more feithful to the content 
of Mark permitting himself fewer omissions, but Luke is more 
faithful to his orders” A curious instance of Matthew's use 
of Mark is his employment of the Markan Little Apocalypse. He 
“detachs the discourse as a whole from its connection with the 
demolition of the temple, and makes it more exclusively a pre- 
T-Castor, Op. Cit., De 23 Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, pp. 21382, 


2-Lummis, ope Cit., PP. 764-5. 
3-Pation, Ope Cite, Pre 28-9. 
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: 5 
diction of the end of the world." In general it may be said 


that Luke preserves better than Matthew the "order" of both 
Mark and Q, and that Matthew makes the fewer verbal altera- 
tions, Castor concludes that "the First Gospel has preserved 
Q very faithfully."* The First Evangelist has made good use 
of the method of compilation in composing his Gospel.® There 
is some difference of opinion as to the antiquity of Matthew's 
tradition. His Infancy section and the stories of the wonders 
at the Crucifixion are surely late. Many sections show indi- 
cations of antiquity and genuineness, while others could hardly 
have come from Jesus, or even trom Matthew. “ Des Streeter” 
presents a strong case for Antioch as the original home of the 
Gospel of Matthew. 
3. The Gospel of Luke. 

a. Sources: Proto-Luke. 

The Gospel ot Luke is becoming the center of intense 
study on the part of scholars, and some unconventional theories 
have been set forth. The commonly accepted theory of the com- 
position ot the whird Gospel has been that Luke, like liatthew, 
employed Mark as the frame-work of his Gospel, inserting at 
convenient intervals excerpts from Q and from a Special Source 
consisting largely of parables. Luke otten breaks away from 
Mark for long stretches together but this has been attributed 


to his editorial method. © In addition to Mark and Q recogni- 


T-Bacon, ihe Gospel of “Bre pe 104. 
2-Castor, ope cit., Ps 155. 
S3-Ibid., Dp. 57, 112,117,186. 
4-Cf, Patton, op. cite, Se gee 

- ¥, Op. Sis sie ° : 
ee emg New Criticism of the Gospels", Hh, XIX (April 


1926), 148; taylor, Ope cite, Pe 28. 
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tion has been taken of a Special Source for alee Professor 


_ Baston holds that Luke has supplemented Mark from some other 


source or sources.“ Patton attributes Luke 45,.10-14, and other 


sections, to a Special Lukan Source. Professor Bacon thinks 

We are compelled to assume a Third Source, or at least an ex- 
tended torm of S besides the form known from the Q material.® 

Dr. Streeter proposes the hypothesis of a Proto-Luke basing it 
upon the following facts: In Luke, Marken and non-Markan materials 
are not mingled and conflated but are distributed in alternate 
sections. Both the beginning and end of the Gospel are of non- 
Markan material; the non-Markan portions bulge larger than the 
Markan; the transition from 2.28 to 4,1 is unusually abrupt while 
the position of the Geneology in 3.cdfi is unusual; and in cer- 
tain sections Luke substitutes for Mark's version another ver- 


4 He finally concludes 


sion in a completely different context. 
that the trame-work ot Luke is not Markan but Proto-Luke. this 
implies that Proto-Luke may have had some standing in his own 
right and not as having been inferior to Mark. Yhe establish- 
ment ot this theory may have far-reaching results in our efforts 
to reconstruct the events in the life of Jesus. 

Streeter wants to interpolate a stage between Q and 
the editor of the Yhird Gospel. The latter had before him not 
T-Burkitt, op. cit., pp. 156ff; Laylor, Ope City; apes 


2-Easton, op. Cit., De Los ‘ 
3-Bacon, “Tha Q Section on John the Baptist", JBL, XLV (April 


1926), Ol. 
4-Streeter, op. Cit., Pp. 208-9. 
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@ but @ plus L, or 4 embodied in a larger document, which was 
a gospel and which he calls froto-Luke. This Proto-Luke was 


of greater extent than Mark and about one-third of its material 


had been derived from aq, "Luke's preference is for the non- 


Marcan source as a whole, not merely for particular items in it 
on account of their intrinsic Seer ye This argues strongly 
for the Proto-Luke frame-work instead of llark. The preference 
of Iuke for the non-Markan to the Markan version,--whether it 
be the longer or the shorter, and whether it belongs to that 
element in the source which we can further analyze as being ul- 
timately derived from Q or from L,--and especially his prefer- 
ence in regard to the order of events, Streeter explains by 
assuming that Q and L were already combined into a single docu- 
ment. These two combined would make a document longer than 
Mark and would be a complete gospel. Such a document would 
carry greater authority with Mark than would either Q or L in 
separation. Thus Streeter concludes that Q plus L "lay before 
the author of the Third Gospel as a single document ami that 

he regarded this as his principal scores ck His reasoning 
seems somewhat fanciful, being largely subjective and lacking 
documentary support. This can hardly be a "scientific guess." 
He likes to conceive of Proto-Luke as a “kind of half-way house 
petween Collections of Sayings, like 2, and the biographical 


type of gospel of which Mark was the originator."* That Proto- 


T-Streeter, Ope Cite, Pe 208. 
Belpid., Pe 209. 

B-I1bid.e, PPe 212,282. 
AziDiG,., De. 214. 
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Luke waS a complete gospel, and was independent of Merk are 
essential points in Streeter's theory, ~ From Proto-Luke 
Luke got four large blocks:” 3,1-4.30; 6.20-8.3; 9.51-18.14: 
L9.1-27. From this source he also got the greater part of 
the Passion and the Resurrection stories; the Call of Peter 
and the Sons of the clearly non-Markan Zebedee (5,1-11); and 
the list of the Spostles (6.14-16), since the names given are 
not auite the same as in Mark,° Prot o-Luke may also have 
contained a version of the Triumphal Entry, and the last four 
verses of the Apocalyptic discourse (21,5-36).° Dr. Streeter 
is so certain of the existence of Proto-Luke that he claims 
it a scientific hypothesis, capable of verification.° And 
the author of Proto-Luke --that is, the person who "combinec 
together in one document Q and the bulk of the material pecu- 
liar to the Third Gospel--was no other than Luke the companion 
of Paul." Some years afterward this same Luke expanded his 
own early work by prefixing the stories of the early Infancy 
and by inserting extracts from Mark. Dr. Streeter writes: 

"Luke during the two years he was at Caesarea in 

the company of Paul made good use of his oppor tun- 

ities of collecting information and made copious 

notes. Later on, probably not till after the death 

of Paul, a copy of Q came his way, and on the basis 

of this and his ow notes he composed Proto-Luke as 

a Gospel for the use of the Church in the place where 

he was then living. Still later a copy of Mark came 


his way, and he then produced the second and enlarged 
edition of his Gospel that has come down to us, 76 


rr : 
1l-Streeter, OPe cit., PPe Soles. 
2-ilbid. ry PPe 2141. 

3-lbid. 
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It seems to us that Dr. Streeter builds largely in 
the air. One is even reluctant to grant some of his views 
even a Slight degree of probability; rather, they are som- 
what improbable. It is a beautiful theory; but how are we 
to determine whether or not it corresponds with facts. It 
is suggestive, but that is all we can claim for it. No 
wonder Moffatt characterizes it as involving "a certain amount 
of romantic speculation."= Stephenson cannot, as does Streeter, 
relegate Mark to a secondary position.” "As far as precedence 
is concerned, Mark and Q may both be fairly regarded as primary 
sources gfe luke tk Gospel. Both received the same sort of 
treatment."° Stephenson considers Mark to have formed the 
backbone of Luke's Gospel. Luke did not fit Q and Mark into 
aa 

Professor Scott finds Streeter's theory attractive 
and sees how it disposes of several difficulties. 


"The theory is an attractive one, and disposes of 
several difficulties. (1) It explains, in 4s more 
satisfactory way than any other theory Luke's fre- 
quent departures from the order of llark. (2)2I% 
Glears Luke from the charge of often re-writing 
Mark's narrative in a purely fanciful manner (a 
charge which M. Loisy is never tired of repeating). 
The answer is now available that Luke is faithful 

to his source, but to a source that is other than 
Mark, (3) It partly accounts for the variations 

of Matthew and Luke in their report of the Q say- 
ings. @, on the new hypothesis, had already under- 
gone a process of editing, and Luke gives the say- 5 
ings as they came to him in the intermediate form." 


-Woffatt, “The Four Gospels," HJ, XxIIl (April 1925], 562. 
-Stephenson, "Fresh Light on the Synoptic Problem," JThS, XXIII, 

(April 1922), 250. ae 
»Ibid., De As Oe 


-~Ibid., Pe. 255. ’ a 
~Scott. "The New Criticism of the Gospels", HThR, XIX (April 


cott, 
1926), 149ff. 
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But he also finds some serious objections to Streeter's 
theory: 


"The chief objection to the theory is that it re- 
quires us to desert the known for the unknown. 
Mark we have before us, and can prove that Luke 
made use of him;.there are fair grounds for argu- 
ment that he was Luke's primary source. The lost 
gospel is hypothetical. Dr. Streeter tries to 
reconstruct it, and often makes us feel that he 
is successful. His Proto-Luke would answer better 
than Mark to the required conditions, But did it 
exist? Till this can be absolutely proved, and 
with our present data such proof seems well-nigh 
impossible, we are justified in still holding 
that Luke fitted his material into the fran -work 
of Mark. 

"Again, the theory postulates too much over- 
lapping of Mark and the lost gospel. The two 
works, With ali their differences, are too sus- 
piciously like twins. This may be due to the 
nature of the material, or to borrowing, or to 
common dependence on some earlier source. Dr. 
Streeter avails himself from time to time of all 
these suppositions. But they all entail the 
piling of one hypothesis on top of another, making 
the whole theory a little unstable." 

"  ..Dr. Streeter makes much of Luke's independ- 
enee of Mark in the narrative of the Passion, and 
finds evidence here of the use of another gospel. 
But the account of the Passion was a story by it- 
self, of which there were doubtless many versions. 
Luke may well have supplemented his Marcan narra~ 
tive at this point with material that had come to 

him by another channel. He speaks in his Prologue 
of many sources to which he was indebted, am it 
may have been part of his design to vary his Marcan 
record as much as possible, while following it in 
the main." 

"Dr, Streeter himself strikes a quite gratuitous 
plow at his own theory by his strange content iom 
that Luke was also the author of Proto-Luke...1f 
this were so, the theory of 4 Proto-Luke would sig- 
nify little, even if it could be fully proved. It 
would only confront us, in 4 slightly different way, 
with the old question ™Where did Luke find that 
portion of his material which is not derived from 
Mark?' It would also destroy what is otherwise 
the strongest point in the new theory--that the 4 
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"sayings had come to Luke through an intermediary, 
and had thus been edited before he himself revised 
them further, This on every ground is highly 
probable, and there seems no reason why Dr. Streeter 
should try to undermine his own argument."1 

But Dr. Streeter has a staunch supporter in Pro- 
fessor Kirsopp Lake, who considers Streeter's arguments "to 
be as convincing as any hypothesis of that kind can be...if 
Canon Streeter's view proves right it is possible that we 
really have two complete Jerusalem traditions which Luke dove- 
tailed together from the beginning of the Gospel to Acts 5. 
It will then be a question whether it was he or some inter- 
aiaaaay editor who made the combination with gw 

b. whe Luksan Special Source. . 

Other scholars have recognized Luke's indebtedness 
to some Special Source, as in the story of the Passion and 
Resurrection.” Bacon holds that a Special Source of Luke 
is probably later than 70 A.D., that in it most of the Q 
material igs found embedded, and that it was a narrative.# 

It is of historical inferiority, particularly in the connect- 
ed narrative (cf. Luke 24,24-27 and Mark 10,.42-45). He 

finds it difficult to recognize the psychological connection 
of the Strife for Precedence as the sequel to the Announce- 
ment of the Betrayal, and we think on good cnonkeee A 


T-Scott, “The New Criticism of the Gospels", HThR, x1X% (April 


eae oe Re For a more extensive expression, 
and areunente in support of, the Pr oto-Luke hypothesis, 
see the recent volume by Jr. Vincent Yaylor, especially 
pages 182-214, (Behind the Third Gospel.) 

3-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, pe ll. 

A-Ibid., PPpe 134,153. 

S-1010,, p. 16. 
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chief characteristic of the Special Source is its doctrine 
that repentance saves the Lowly end Outcast.+ He sees a 
Pauline influence in the Special Source, as for instance 
Luke 22.14-28 and Mark 14,.17-25. The literary dependence 
traceable here is on the side of Mark; for the priority is 
clearly on the side of the Special Source.” 

3 Bacon divides the Special Source of Luke in two 
forms, A and B, A "agrees with Pent in presupposing an 
appearance to Peter individually as the turning point in 
the history of the faith...the main portion of Luke 24, as 
of the preceding chapters, is derived from source A with 
only occasional insertions from Mark---Over against A stands 
a later form of the tradition (source B), from which a por- 
tion is inserted almost regardless of its incongruity with 
the context in 24.36-43...8 was at least closely parallel to 
A, perhaps only a later expended edition of it."3 All these 
various forms of the Galilean traditions of the Resurrectim 
Appearance are later than Mark, and are dependent upon it. 
Bacon concludes that "the Special Source of Luke ran (in its 
A form) substantially as reproduced in Luke 23.48 to £4,355. 
Only the portion relating the manifestation to Peter is miss- 
ing. Its former presence is plainly ssovn by the reference 
in Luke 24.54. It will have stood at the point where our 
A texts insert 24.12 closing their insertion with a statement 
T-Bacon, the Gospel of Mark, Pp. 202. 


2-Ibid., pe 18. 
Zolbids, pp. 191-2. 
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that Peter ‘departed to his om home'",+ Luke's dependence 
on Mark is Seen in the latter's story of the trial before 
Pilete.” The problem is manifestly complex. "First the 
Lukan material shows greater authenticity than Mark. And 
in certain passages the dependence of Mark upon the Lukan 
source seems an almost unavoidable inference. From such 
phenomena but one conclusion can be drawn: The source as it 
appeared in Luke is not in its primitive form. It has umer- 
gone elaboration, perhaps admixture of extraneous material, 
since the time of ilark. It is this later form of the Special 
Source which we designate B."5 Luke 23,6-12 (Mark 15.16-20) 
would then be B material. For in Luke's substitution of a 
Mockery by Herod and his soldiers for Mark's account of the 
Mockery by the soldiers of Pilate, the priority lies with 
Mark. Other instances of B material are: 
Luke 25.39-43 The story of the Penitent Thief 

ig Vekiek The Miracle at Nain 

4 6,.24=-26 Woes attached after Beatitudes 

" 17,11-19 ‘Ten Lepers.4 

ec. The Passion and Resurrection Narratives. 
Hawkins points out a radical change in Luke's method 

of dealing with his material. Luke transposes "four times 


as freely in his Passion-narrative as xe does in those narra- 


tives of the Ministry which are founded upon the s&me source."9 


Hawkins here discards a previous theory of @ "three-documen t- 


i-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark, ppe 197-8. 
bi Oa. Die, HOA. 

B-Day, Pe 208. 

4-lbid., Ppe 201-%. 

5-Hawkins, OSSP, pp. 89-90. 
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hypothesis" because it does not explain the present phenomena. 
He thinks a better solution of the problem is foumi in a theory 
of "a long and gradual conflation in the mind" of Luke “rather 
than a simple conflation by the pen, "1 He favors the view 
that Luke is here making use of oral tradition rather than 
documentary sources. His homiletic purposes have gradually 
led him to supplement and to some extent modify and transpose 
the generally accepted Markan record so far as it related to 
the Passion and Crucifixion. © Moffatt thinks that oral tra- 
dition is sufficient for explaining Luke's treatment of the 
Passion peniat tcast ir. A. ll. Perry has made an exhaustive 
study of the sources of Luke's Passion-narrative.* He con- 
Cludes: "the Third Evangelist employed a distinct source of 
some considerable length in his account of the Passion;" and 
because "Luke departs so widely from his former agreement 

with the Markan source it cannot be supposed that. he is lmger 
dependent upon it in the aaine? Mr, Perry regards the unity 
of the J-document as established; it was in Greek, probably 

a translation from the Aramaic; it had its origin in a Chris- 
tian community at Jerusalen, about the year 45 A.D.; and "its 
author was probably a disciple of Jesus, an eye-witness of 

the events he describes. "© Dr. Vincent Taylor has discussed 
T-Hewkins, OSSP, p. 90. 

Z-Ibid., De 9h. ; 

S-Hoffatt, Introjuct st sources of Iuke's Passion-larrative, 


0, 5-176. He reconstructs a document "J", contained in 
is section Luke 19,28-24.53(not continuous) . See pp. 116-26 
for detailed reconstruction. 
b-Ibid. Py e 105. : : 
6-Lbid., “* 106. Dr. Taylor (Behind the Yhird Gospel, pp. 21,28) 
(Continued on next page.) 
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at some length the "Lukan Passion and Resurrection narratives," 
He claims that, “with the exception of two narratives, the 
Denial of Peter and the Burial of Jesus by Joseph of Arima- 
thaea, together with a few passages best explained ss "Markan 
insertions’ the Luken stories of the Passion and Resurrection 
belong to &@ source, or to sources, independent of Mark, "+ 

Luke here makes use of a single documentary ace which he 
fits into the order of Mark, and which is certainly a part of 


z 


a larger whole. Professor Bacon regards this Lukan Special 


Source, containing the Resurrection story, as representing 
the authentic tradition in contrast with the Markan substitu- 


tion which “is relatively late, anti-Jewish, and post-apos- 


fensnes” 


dG. The Perean Sourse; Joanna's Document; the views of 
M, Loisy. 

The great interpolation in Luke 9,51-18.54, some- 
times referred to as the Perean Source, has been attributed 
to a special source. Moffatt holds it is neither a travel 
nerrative nor a Perean Source. * Dr. Patton regards it much 
harder to demonstrate the unity of this source than to demon- 
strate the unity of Q; Luke's use of it speaks against its 
unity; and Matthew probably did not know it. Dr. Patton 
disagrees on the following minor points: the early date of 

J, the denial of the Lukan authorship of J, and J being 4 


"fixed entity;" but he agrees to the central thesis of the 
book--"the non-Markan character of J and its high historical 
value." 

1-Taylor, Behind the whird Gospel, pp. 67-8. 

e-iukd., pp. 67-75. Snail 

3-pacon, The Gospel of Mark, Pe 184. 

4-Moffatt, Introduction, Pp. bios 
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thinks that some of this material may easily be assigned to 
Luke's own invention, much of it is duplicated by Matthew, 

and in different portions of the material Iuke has been rather 
free in making additions and rearrangements. The hypothesis 
of a Perean Source has not been gibstantiaveat® 

A theory hes been proposed that Janna, the wife of 
Herod's steward, composed a document containing sections like 
1 to 2; 3.1-2,12-38; 4.16-30; Blt 7,11-17,36-50; 8,1-3; 
9.51-18.14; 19.1-27; 22.14-34. 23 to 24, This document formed 
Luke's authorith for some special tradition in his Gospel, in- 
stead of deriving it from a common source with Matthew or 
from oral tradition handed dow, as Harnack thought, by the 
daughter of Phillip.* 

il, Loisy deserves but brief mentim. He regards 
the Gospel of Luke, in its present form, as a composite work, 
"e gecond century Christian expansion (A.D. 120-130) of a 
genuine writing of Luke.eethe latter having been written 
about A.D. 80 from materials supplied by Mark and..'of Q'". 
The légende of Jesus is not a selection of historical remin- 
iscences: it is a redaction of the Christological myth.® 
There is little need of any comments on this position. Dr. 


T-Patton, op. cit., De. oils 
2-Holdsworth, We, in the Contemporary Review (March 1921) ; 
quoted by Moffatt, "Survey of Recent Theological Litera- 

ture", HJ, XIX, (July 1921), 756. -} ; 
S-Taylor, “The Alleged Neglect of il, Alfred Loisy , HJ, XXIV 


(April 1926), 563-72; Ret. to Loisy's recent Commentary 
L'Bvangile Selon Luc. 
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Taylor rightly lays bare the lack of any kind of external 
evidence for this view; and he objects to Loisy's treatment 
of the stylistic problen. lt is absurd to treat the Third 
Gospel as a creation of Uhristian faith. Loisy's work, 
says Vaylor, “lacks objective basis." Professor Scott 
reaches a similar judgment, and expresses the opinion that 
Loisy "is not entitled to serious refutati on," 

SECTION IV; ‘THE FORMGESCHICHTLICHE METHODE, 

The books of Dr. Streeter and Professor Bacon are 
regarded as outstanding contributions to recent Synoptic 
criticism. © he most upsetting work, however, is that done 
by a few German scholars, notably Professor R. Bultmenn.” 
This scholar has come to the conclusion that "the outline 
otf the life of Jesus, as it is given by Merk and taken over 
by Matthew and Luke, is an editorial creation, and that as 
a consequence our actual knowledge of the course of Jesus! 
life is restricted to what little can be discovered in the 
individual scenes constituting the older tradition."4 The 
task then is to sift apart earlier and later tradition and 
to determine to what extent, if any, these traditions have 
peen “altered, abridged, or expanded." In hope of accom- 
plishing this task, a new method of investigation has been 


employed--~the Formgeschichtliche.” It is based on the 


T-Scott, “the New Criticism of the Gospels," H@hR, XIX (April 
1926), 146fi. 


Belbid., pe 147. | ee 
Bry: ey ae ticle "The New Approach to tie Synoptic Problem", 


TR VI, No. 4, 357-362. 
4~Ibid. Py Pe 343. 
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fact of the tendency of literary presentations (whether 
written narratives or oral tradition) to follow relatively 
fixed forms. In the material of the Synoptic tradition are 
contained "certain specific literary types which have their 
own laws of style;" and if a particular literary type and 
its laws of style can be identified, we have a means of dis- 
tinguishing an original tradition from secondary additions,+ 
Thus it is hoped that the general laws which govern the 
transmission of material may be discovered "by observing the 
manner in which the Marcan material was altered by Matthew 
and tats: and also how Matthew and Luke worked over what 
they took from the Logia."* A basis principle is this: 
"Whenever narratives pass from mouth to mouth the central 
point of the narrative and general structure are well pre- 
served; but in the incidental details changes take place, 
for imagination paints such details with increasing dis- 
tinctness."° For cases in point, contrast Mark 14.13, 
9,17, 15.32, 14.45, 15.57, with Luke 22.8, 9.58, £5,59-43, 
22.48 and Matthew 26.50, and Luke 23,46 and John 19.30.% 

The formgeschichtliche investigatiow can identify 
such literary types as the following: miracle stories (p.347) ; 
controversial discourses (p. 349), the form of which belongs 
[oBultmann, op. _cit., p. 344. 


2-Ibid., pe d45. 
S-Ibid. 
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to a larger classification--the apophthegmata (p. 351), whose 
distinguishing character “is the fact that it portrays a 
minor scene which furnishes the framework for an important 
utterance of a hero, a@ philosopher, a religious preacher, 
or some other such person," and which are pictorial creatims 
of the Christian community..; the recorded words of Jesus 
(p. 353) and the parables (p. 354), the former falling into 
three typical literary forms (pp. 356f.),--the Logia, the 
precepts and the prophetic and apocalyptic utterances--; 
and legends and narrative colored with legendary material 
(p. 358). On the basis of the three typical forms in which 
the utterances of Jesus appear, we learn that Jesus was 
primarily a lawgiver and 4 prophet; for "the ethical and 
eschatological utterances belong in a larger unity. "1 

Other scholars, notably Dr. Streeter” and Professor 
Bacon,° also have recognized the composite nature of the 
gospels, their material having Wat aarived from earlier 
sources, Which had come in the last resort from separate 
sayings and incidents. Professor Hans Windisch gives Bult- 
mann's book "first place in the zospel criticism of the 
last ten years;" finds its great value to lie in the iden- 
tification of different literary types;4 and offers the 
T-Bultmann, Op. cit., pe 060. 
2-Streeter, The Four Gospels. 


3-Bacon, The Gospel of Mark. 
4-See page 74 above. 
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following criticisms: 


"His assignment of all disputes and conversa- 
tions to the apophthegmata seems cuestionable. 
He also exaggerates the influence of the mis- 
Sionary experiences of the church, and attri- 
butes too much to the tendency to clothe later 
ideas and principles in the dress of a dispute. 
The typology of style assigned to each group 
and the illustrive non-Christian examples are 
valuable; and the account of the motives under- 
lying the pericopes is important, especially 
in the case of the miracles, The foundati m 
of the whole study is the correct observation 
that the gospels consist of a mosaic of peri- 
copes--single pieces, of independent origin 
and independently transmitted--which were 1 
assembled and combined by the evangelists." 


Professor Windisch also remarks that EH, Fascher 
"makes a drastic and telling criticism of the 'formgeschichtliche 
methods',"* This scholar, according to Professor Windisch, 
"shows how unsatisfactory is its terminology as well as the 
use made of it, (and) how ill-founded is the far-reaching 
historical skepticism of Bultmann..." "In conclusion he 
points out that the investigation of form may unsettle the 
validity of the theory of two sources." With this last 
statement, however, we can hardly agree; for the “systematic 
study of forms" shows us the manner of collecting, altering, 
and grouping of the primitive material into larger sections, 
but does not tell us how the writers of our present Gospels 
employed material which in their tim had been cast in a 
more or less fixed form. 


T-Windisch, Hans, “Literature on the New Testament," HThhk, 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Obviously nothing is more certain than the uncertain- 
ty of some accepted conclusions with regard to the Synoptic 
Problem. Of new solutions offered, some may be rejected out- 
right, others have won tentative acceptance, and a few are 
likely to displace former theories. 

The Two-Document hypothesis has not been overthrown, 
What further research may bring out, we cannot foresee, 

Very probably we shall have to adopt slightly later 
dates than those generally acceptea for the Synoptic Gospels 
and the ir underlying sources: Mark, probably later than 70 A.D., 
und the other two Gospels correspondingly later; Q, probably 
60-65 A.D. (hardly 45 A.D.); Special Source of Luke, 66-70 A.D. 

The theory of an Ur-Marcus may be regarded as de- 
finitely rejected. But that our present Gospels rest on a 
documentary basis is undisputable. 

The theory that Q is a part of a once larger (how 
aut larger, we cannot know--but probably not much larger) 
document, which may or may not have been @ "sospel" (it 
probably was), courts our favor; and we expectantly await 
the pronouncement of scholars regarding it. 

The theory of "2" itself has not been seriously 
threatened. That it was a document is equally certain. 

Our Matthew and Luke each enployed a different recension of 
Q, which were Greek translations of two Aramaic Q-documents, 


ultimately going back to two separate translations of two 
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distinet Aramaic Q-documents, which were copies of one original 
Q-document composed in Aramaic. The "order" of Q is best pre- 
served by Luke. Mark also betrays an acquaintance with Q. 

This Q (or Second Source) is not to be confused 
with the "Logia of Matthew", spoken of by Papias. Nor can 
this Mattean Logia be identified with our Gospel of iatthew. 

Neither Q (in the Greek recensions) nor any of the 
Gospels is the work of an Apostle. 

It igs also reasonably certain that Luke made use 
of at least two large Sources (Special Source, and the J docu- 
ment--or @ special Source for the Passion and Resurrection 
narratives) besides Q. 

It follows from the above that any attempt to re- 
construct a "life" of Jesus is extremely precarious; for, 
indeed, there is no real chronology available anywhere (that 
of Mark must be rejected. ‘The best is that of Luke). To be 
sure, we can safely assign certain events and sayings to 
certain epochs in his career and to certain places; but no 
biographical "life" is possible. 

A large degree of uncertainty with regard to re- 
ported "sayings" and the occasion of their utterance is also 
justifiable. Any attempt to recover the historic Jesus, 
thereiore, as an ob ject of biographical study, is bound to 
result in failure. For we shall forever remain ignorant 


of much of the outer course of his life and the inner de- 
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velopment of his personality. And the question of his 


messianic consciousness is a matter to be inferred from chance 
reports of sayings and doings rather than to be deduced from. 
ample sources. 

But this does not obscure the fact that through 
these fragmentary and imperfect records break the dazzling 
light from a wonderful and indescribable personality--even 


as to Paul of old. We can have our individual Christ. 
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